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Abstract

LLM agents increasingly operate in large tool
ecosystems, where real-world tasks require dis-
covering relevant tools, inferring implicit sub-
goals, and adapting to dynamic environments
over long horizons. However, existing bench-
marks rarely evaluate planning under retrieval-
limited tool visibility. To address this gap, we
introduce PlanBench-XL, an interactive bench-
mark of 327 retail tasks over 1,665 tools that
tests whether agents can iteratively retrieve us-
able tools, invoke them to uncover intermedi-
ate evidence for subsequent calls toward the
final goal. PlanBench-XL further features an
optional blocking mechanism that simulates
real-world unpredictability through missing,
failing, or distracting tool functions, forcing
agents to detect disrupted paths and adapt at
runtime. Experiments on ten leading LLMs
show that massive-tool planning remains chal-
lenging: while GPT-5.4 achieves 51.90% ac-
curacy in block-free settings, it collapses to
11.36% under the most severe blocking condi-
tion. Further analysis shows that agents are es-
pecially vulnerable when failures lack explicit
error signals or when recovery requires longer
alternative tool-use paths. These results estab-
lish PlanBench-XL as a testbed for diagnosing
agentic planning failures and highlight the need
for robust adaptive planning in long-horizon
tasks with large, imperfect tool environments.

1 Introduction

Large language model (LLM) agents equipped
with external tools have shown strong capabilities
in solving complex real-world tasks (Qian et al.,
2026a; Guo et al., 2026). In practice, however, tool
environments are often large-scale, including enter-
prise MCP servers (Hou et al., 2025; Wang et al.,
2025d), software ecosystems (Patil et al., 2023)
and web/API platforms (Qin et al., 2023a). Due to
context-length limitations, agents often rely on tool
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retrieval (Wang et al., 2025a; Shi et al., 2025) to
access only a relevant subset of tool descriptions
at each step, making tool use a retrieval-mediated
process. This partial tool visibility becomes espe-
cially challenging in long-horizon tasks (Yang et al.,
2025b; Qian et al., 2025a), where agents must ex-
plore intermediate sub-goals, retrieve useful tools,
and adapt their plans as the task unfolds.
Furthermore, retrieval over large tool sets is in-
herently unreliable (Xu et al., 2024a). Relevant
tools may be missed (Qu et al., 2024), while re-
trieved tools may be damaged (Hallinan et al.,
2026), stale (Chen et al., 2025b), misleading (Ye
et al., 2026), or unreliable (Lu et al., 2025). As
summarized in Table 1, existing benchmarks do
not fully capture this setting, as many assume a
fixed, visible toolset (Trivedi et al., 2024), explicit
intermediate goals (Ye et al., 2025), clean tool de-
scriptions (Hallinan et al., 2026), or one-shot re-
trieval (Qin et al., 2023a), and therefore abstract
away the uncertainty introduced by retrieved tool.
Together, these limitations leave open a central
question: Can LLM agents solve long-horizon
tasks in large tool ecosystems by iteratively ex-
ploring partial tool retrieval results and adapt-
ing when plausible tool-use paths fail? Evalu-
ating this requires a benchmark with: (1) Partial
tool visibility, where agents access only retrieved
subsets of a large tool space and must iteratively
discover tools for intermediate information; and (2)
Unreliable and noisy tools, where retrieved tools
may be missing, failing, or misleading, requiring
adaptation when plausible tool-use paths break.
To this end, we introduce PlanBench-XL, an
interactive and dynamic tool-use benchmark sit-
uated in the retail domain. PlanBench-XL con-
sists of 327 distinct evaluation instances built over
1,665 tools, with each instance designed as a multi-
step retail workflow that requires approximately 25
turns on average. Unlike settings where agents are
given a fixed and fully visible toolset, PlanBench-
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Benchmark Tool- Tool Implicit  Bi-directional Unreliable = Long- Scalable
Use  Retrieval Sub-goals  Exploration Tools Horizon Generation

ToolBench (Qin et al., 2023a) v v X X X X

RestBench (Song et al., 2023) v X X X X X X
APIBench (Patil et al., 2023) v v X X X

ToolRet (Shi et al., 2025) X v X X X X

API-Bank (Li et al., 2023b) v v X X X X v
EscapeBench (Qian et al., 2025a) v X v X v X
MCP-Universe (Luo et al., 2025) v X X X X X
MCPBench (Wang et al., 2025d) v v X X v
ACEBench (Chen et al., 2025a) v X X X X

BFCL v4 (Patil et al., 2025) v X X X v X
Tool Decathlon (Li et al., 2026) 4 X X X 4 X
LiveMCPBench (Mo et al., 2026) v v X X X
ToolGym (Xi et al., 2026) v v X X v v v
AgentNoiseBench (Wang et al., 2026) v X X X v X 4
OpaqueToolsBench (Hallinan et al., 2026) v X X X v X v
WildAGTEval (Kim et al., 2026) v X X X v X v
PlanBench-XL (Ours) v v v v v v v

Table 1: For each benchmark, the table reports whether each trait is fully (v), partially ('), or not (X) addressed.
Detailed explanations of each traits are provided in Appendix A.

XL places agents in a retrieval-mediated environ-
ment where useful tools must be discovered dur-
ing problem solving. By design, tool discovery in
PlanBench-XL is structured around bi-directional
anticipation: (1) Forward Anticipation: agents
may search forward from accumulated evidence,
(2) Backward Anticipation: search backward from
desired outcomes, or bridge known and hypothe-
sized states during planning. This mirrors human
problem solving, where people often reason from
both the current state and the desired goal, forming
intermediate sub-goals to close the gap (Newell and
Simon, 1972). To model unreliable tool environ-
ments, PlanBench-XL includes documented noisy
tools in both default and block settings, where some
retrieved tools explicitly indicate that they may re-
turn irrelevant, outdated, or erroneous outputs, re-
flecting the noise among functionally similar tools
in real-world ecosystems. On top of this base noise,
we design a optional retrieval-time blocker module
that replaces path-critical tools with explicit or im-
plicit failures, forcing agents to identify disrupted
tool-use paths and adaptively re-plan as execution
unfolds.

We evaluate ten leading open-source and pro-
prietary LLMs on PlanBench-XL. Our results
show that long-horizon planning over massive tool
ecosystems remains highly challenging. While
most models remain below two-thirds accuracy in
the default setting, performance drops sharply un-
der retrieval-time blocking, with GPT-5.4 falling to
around 30% when only one feasible path remains
and to slightly above 10% when only the longest
recovery path is preserved. We further find that
success requires not only broad exploration, but

also precise exploitation of discovered information
and reliable tool invocation. These findings suggest
that current LLLM agents still lack robust adaptive
planning capabilities in large, partially observable,
and unreliable tool environments. We summarize
our main contributions as follows:

* Scalable Benchmark Framework: We intro-
duce PlanBench-XL, a scalable LLM-based task
generator that automatically creates grounded
queries with paired tools, creating diverse, com-
plex tasks to evaluate agents’ planning abilities.

* Dynamic Interaction Environment: We design
an interactive environment that simulates real-
world unpredictability with three blocking events,
forcing real-time adaptation and re-planning, and
can serve as an RL playground for agent training.

* Comprehensive Analysis: We evaluate ten fron-
tier LLMs and reveal that current agents struggle
with massive-tool planning, especially under cor-
rupted tool access and longer recovery paths.

Looking ahead, PlanBench-XL lays the founda-
tion for robust and adaptive LLLM agents that ac-
tively explore large tool ecosystems, detect unre-
liable tool access, and re-plan under real-world
uncertainty.

2 Related Work

Evaluating Agentic Planning with Large-Scale
Toolsets. Planning over large-scale tool ecosys-
tems is central to complex agentic tasks, where
agents must compose multi-step tool-use trajec-
tories while handling unreliable tool access. Ex-
isting benchmarks have examined this challenge
from several perspectives. Large-scale tool-use
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Figure 1: Overview of PlanBench-XL. Data construction turns typed retail datatypes into executable tools and
backend records, then derives solvable queries with ground-truth answers. Runtime protocol evaluates agents as
they retrieve and invoke tools via bidirectional exploration, while retrieval-time blockers force re-planning.

and retrieval benchmarks evaluate tool selection
over broad tool collections (Qin et al., 2023a; Patil
etal., 2023; Li et al., 2023b; Shi et al., 2025; Wang
et al., 2025d; Mo et al., 2026), but often focus on
relatively explicit task goals. Long-horizon bench-
marks cover stateful execution (Lu et al., 2025),
multi-hop chaining (Ye et al., 2025), implicit-goal
solving (Qian et al., 2025a), and extended work-
flows (Li et al., 2026), but generally assume avail-
able tools rather than unreliable, retrieval-mediated
access. Robustness-oriented benchmarks introduce
noisy users (Wang et al., 2026; Qian et al., 2025c),
imperfect tools (Hallinan et al., 2026; Chen et al.,
2025b), or tool-state failures (Xi et al., 2026; Liu
et al., 2025a), but rarely combine adaptation with
active search over large tool spaces. Thus, our
benchmark evaluates adaptive planning under par-
tial tool observability and unreliable tool availabil-
ity, requiring agents to explore bi-directionally and
adapt when tool-use paths are disrupted.

Agent Designs for Large-Scale Tool Planning.
Prior work has developed various agent designs for
planning with large-scale tool ecosystems. Among
them, some single-agent frameworks focus on mod-
ular tool invocation (Karpas et al., 2022; Schick
et al., 2023), reasoning—acting control and long-
horizon planning (Erdogan et al., 2025; Yao et al.,
2023; Koh et al., 2026a), and scalable tool selec-

tion from large tool libraries (Du et al., 2024; Wang
et al., 2025a; Zou et al., 2025). Multi-agent sys-
tems further reduce long-horizon cognitive load
through communicative collaboration (Li et al.,
2023a; Wu et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2024) and
role- or workflow-based task decomposition (Hong
et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2025c; Ling et al., 2025).
However, even these designs primarily scaffold tool
invocation, tool selection, and task decomposition,
while leaving unresolved the core challenge posed
by our benchmark: agents must actively explore im-
plicit sub-goals and intermediate information, and
then adaptively re-plan as observations emerge.

3 PlanBench-XL

PlanBench-XL is an interactive benchmark de-
signed to evaluate LLM agents’ ability to explore
and plan in massive tool-use environments. Un-
like conventional tool-use settings, PlanBench-XL
requires agents to infer implicit sub-goals and dis-
cover useful tool-use paths. This setting reflects
real-world agent applications, where models of-
ten lack full tool visibility and must explore tools
to uncover useful intermediate information. As
demonstrated in Figure 1, PlanBench-XL auto-
matically constructs a broad ecosystem of task-
grounded tools and exposes it through a retriever.
The retriever supports bi-directional exploration,
enabling forward anticipation from available evi-



dence and backward anticipation from the target
outcome. This design requires agents to explore
the tool space while inferring intermediate infor-
mation. Moreover, PlanBench-XL supports two
evaluation modes: a default mode that evaluates
tool use under ordinary retrieval noise, with useful
tools mixed among distracting alternatives; and a
block mode, which further disrupts selected use-
ful paths while preserving solvability. It therefore
tests whether agents can recover and re-plan when
a plausible path becomes unreliable. Each task
unfolds through an iterative interaction loop in
which the agent observes the state, reasons about its
next step, retrieves or invokes tools, and receives
executable feedback from the environment. We
describe the benchmark construction below and
discuss its significance and generalization in Ap-
pendix F.4.

3.1 Environment Setup

Tool Library. We introduce self-defined
datatypes to provide a typed representation of
domain-specific information and to support the
systematic construction of tools. For the retail
domain, we first define a set of datatypes D.
Each datatype d € D represents a concrete
type of distinct domain information, such as
person_name or purchase_status. The initial
datatype inventory is proposed by a generation
LLM Mge, and then automatically filtered by
another LLM My to remove vague, redundant,
unreasonable or unrealistic datatypes. We then
construct candidate tools by considering all pairs of
datatype sets (Din, Dout) over D, where | Dy, |=m
and | Doyt |=n denote the given numbers of input
and output datatypes, respectively. For each such
pair, Mg, proposes a candidate tool functionality
whose input schema is given by Dj, and whose
output schema is given by D,y. For each re-
sulting tool 7, we denote its input and output
datatype sets by Dj,(7) and Doyt (7). For exam-
ple, given Dj,={product_name,store_name}
and Doy ={inventory_status}, Mge, may
propose a tool functionality that checks whether
the specified product is available at the specified
store and returns its inventory status. The final
tool library 7 is obtained by applying Mg to
remove unreasonable, redundant, or undesired
candidates. We further augment the functional
tool library with paired noisy tools to simulate
realistic ecosystems where functionally similar
tools may include distractors (Huang et al.,

2024). These noisy tools are semantically similar
to previously constructed tools, but explicitly
disclose their unavailability or unreliability in
the descriptions, allowing careful agents to reject
them after inspection. We provide executable
tool construction details in Appendix B.2.1,
filtering rules in Appendix B.2.3, and noisy tool
construction details in Appendix B.2.2.

Tool Response Construction. We further con-
struct a backend database to support tool responses
with concrete data instances. For each retail case,
we prompt the generation LLM M, to instantiate
values for the full datatype set in the retail domain,
producing a complete structured record (to ensure
the completeness of the backend). During execu-
tion, a tool 7 matches its input arguments to the
corresponding record and returns the values for
its output datatype set Doy (7). We ensure that
the instantiated values are non-trivial and cannot
be inferred from common sense, making tool use
necessary for deriving the requested output values.
Appendix B.2.4 details backend construction and
why answers require tool-derived values. For noisy
tools, we assign fixed return values at construction
time. These responses are shared across models
and query instances and are designed to provide
no useful evidence for solving the task (details pro-
vided in Appendix B.2.2).

Queries. Figure 1 gives an example of this
pipeline. We generate queries through a three-step
pipeline. First, we specify each task internally as
r = (Dy,Y), where Dy C D denotes the initial
input datatype set and ) C D denotes the target
datatype set. Second, we compute the set II(r)
of ground-truth tool-call sequences that transform
Dy into Y via code, and discard any task with
II(r) = (). We formalize this internal reachabil-
ity structure as a state graph and use it for path
enumeration and solvability checks (details are pro-
vided in Appendix B.4). Third, we instantiate each
remaining task with concrete entities and attribute
values by sampling values from the backend while
ensuring that the resulting instance is solvable, and
use Mge, to verbalize the instantiated task as a
natural-language query q. Given q and step-by-step
tool-call instructions, we then prompt Mge, to pro-
duce an answer o* following one valid sequence
7 € II(r), and use o* as the ground truth. Finally,
we retain only instances whose shortest valid so-
lution requires at least five distinct tool calls. We
ensure tool and datatype quality through partial



manual inspection, with details in Appendix G, and
provide concrete data cases in Appendix D.2. De-
tails on selecting Mge, and Mg, query filtering,
and ground-truth construction are provided in Ap-
pendices B.1, B.3, and B.5, respectively.

3.2 Agent-Environment Interaction

Each query is executed as a multi-turn inter-
action between the agent and the environment.
At each step, the agent outputs exactly one of
three actions: retrieving candidate tools, call-
ing a retrieved tool with structured arguments,
or returning the final answer, denoted by a; €
{retrieve, tool-call,answer}. The environ-
ment responds according to the chosen action: (1)
for retrieve, it returns candidate tools and an
additional note if the requested tool does not ex-
ist; (2) for tool-call, it executes the call on the
constructed backend and returns the result; (3) for
answer, the trajectory terminates and the final an-
swer is evaluated. The trajectory also terminates
when a predefined, agent-visible budget 7},,x is
exhausted. To prevent pure guessing or other short-
cuts, we apply datatype checking to ensure that the
final answer is derived from a valid tool-call re-
sult. Please refer to Appendix B.7 for more details.

Agent State Definition. At runtime, the environ-
ment maintains an explicit agent state. We define
the state at step ¢ as s; = (q,Us, D), where q is
the user query, U is the set of all tools discovered
so far in the current query and available for the
agent to call, and D; C D is the set of datatypes
already obtained through successful tool calls. The
initial state is determined by the datatypes used
to construct the query, with initial evidence Dy
and Uy = @. Whenever a tool call succeeds and
outputs values with datatype set Doy (7), the en-
vironment updates Dyy1 = Dy U Doy (7). The
agent’s objective is to obtain the target information
specified in the query and return the correct final
answer through tool use. Note that the state s; is
an environment-maintained latent state which is
used to track progress across tool calls, but is not
directly visible to the agent.

Tool Retriever. Tool-use in PlanBench-XL is
supported by a retriever that lets the agent explore
the tool space through high-level natural-language
queries rather than by inspecting the full tool li-
brary. At each step ¢, the agent may query the re-
triever in three complementary modes aligned with
bi-directional anticipation: (1) Input-conditioned

retrieval, which supports Forward Anticipation
by asking what information or tool affordances can
be reached from the evidence currently available;
(2) Output-conditioned retrieval, which supports
Backward Anticipation by asking what tools or
prerequisite information may lead to a desired in-
termediate or final outcome; and (3) Input-output-
conditioned retrieval, which constrains the search
by specifying both the available information and
the desired result. The retriever grounds these
queries to tool signatures and adds matched tools
to the agent-callable set U; C 7T for subsequent
turns. Implementation details of request matching
and retrieval modes are provided in Appendix B.6.
To ensure that retrieval is reliable under natural-
language queries, we conduct a single-step retrieval
study and report the results in Appendix C.2.

Retrieval-Time Blocking. Our benchmark in-
cludes an optional blocking module used during
retrieval. Before evaluation, the environment iden-
tifies a set of tools Tp, € 7 that lie on valid so-
lution paths and should be blocked, while keeping
this information hidden from the agent. During
retrieval, if a tool 7 € Ty is retrieved as a blocked
candidate, the environment replaces it with seman-
tically similar alternatives 7/ under the standard
interaction protocol. Since each blocked tool is
unavailable to the agent, any solution path that
depends on at least one tool in Ty becomes in-
feasible from the agent’s perspective. By construc-
tion, each blocked instance preserves at least one
feasible tool-call path, and therefore remains solv-
able. The path-preserving selection procedure is
described in Appendix B.9.3. Appendix B.9 details
the blocking pipeline, including additional tool con-
struction in Appendix B.9.2. We consider three
types of retrieval-time blocking perturbations:

« Explicit Failure Blocks: the returned tool 7/ pro-
duces an explicit error message, such as error:
endpoint unavailable.

¢ Implicit Failure Blocks: the returned tool 7’ pro-
duces an unhelpful response that silently violates
its documented behavior.

* Semantically Misleading Blocks: the returned
tool 7/ has related but different functionality,
making it appear usable as a substitute.

For example, if get_refund_status(order_id)
is blocked, the retriever replaces it with ei-
ther an tool returning explicit error, a tool
returning an implicit wrong value such as



Parameter Value
Number of datatypes 56
Number of queries 327
Number of tools 1,665
Shortest path length (L) 5/6/7/81/19
Maximum turns (Tiax) 100
Per-retrieval return cap (Agar 30
Global seed (o0) 42

Table 2: Environment details. Global seed oy ensures
reproducible stochasticity.

refund_status=tuna, or a semantically mislead-
ing tool such as get_order_status(order_id)
(formal definitions of the blocking mechanism
in Appendix B.9.1). The mechanism ensures
the following: (1) Evaluation Fairness: Within
the same setting, all models face the same
blocked tools, enabling fair comparison (details
are shown in Appendix F.2). (2) Independence
Across Instances: Blocked tools are sampled
independently for each task instance, even within
the same run. (3) Controlled Difficulty: The
benchmark varies the number of replaced baseline
tools, the number of injected alternatives, and the
type of blocking to control disruption severity.
This setting reflects realistic tool retrieval failures:
tools may be explicitly broken, silently unreliable,
or semantically similar but functionally wrong.
PlanBench-XL therefore tests whether agents can
detect these failure signals, avoid misleading tools,
and recover via alternative paths. We illustrate a
blocking example in Figure 1 and compare the
three blocking types in Table 4.

4 Experiment

4.1 Settings

Models. We evaluate both proprietary and
open-source models to ensure comprehensive
assessment of current frontier LLM capabili-
ties. Proprietary models include GPT (Ope-
nAl, 2026), and Gemini (Google, 2026), while
open-source models include Qwen3 (Yang et al.,
2025a), Llama3 (Grattafiori et al., 2024) and
Deepseek (DeepSeek-Al, 2026). All models use a
temperature of 0.0 for deterministic decoding and
a max token length of 8192 to prevent truncation.

Metrics. We evaluate performance using metrics
spanning three categories: task completion, explo-
ration behavior and execution quality. Together,
these metrics provide a holistic view of model per-
formance in massive-tool environments. Full met-
ric definitions and illustrative examples are pro-

vided in Appendix B.8.1 and Appendix B.8.2.

(1) Accuracy (%): It measures the proportion of
queries with a correct final answer.

(2) Executed Ground-Truth Datatype Precision
(EGT Prec.): This metric measures the fraction of
unique datatypes produced by executed tool calls
that belong to the ground-truth datatype set, indi-
cating how often execution stays relevant.

(3) Average Turns (Avg. Turns): This metric
measures the average interaction turns per query.
(4) Mean Explored Datatypes (Mean EDT):
This metric measures the average number of new
datatypes uncovered through tool retrieval beyond
each query’s initial input datatypes.

(5) Search-to-Call Ratio (S/C Ratio): This met-
ric quantifies the tool-retrieval/tool-call turn ratio,
capturing the exploration—exploitation balance.
(6) Invalid Tool Call Rate (ITCR) (%): This met-
ric measures the fraction of structurally or procedu-
rally invalid calls, such as using unretrieved tools,
mismatched arguments, or unavailable inputs.

(7) Untrusted Input Rejection Rate (UIRR) (%):
This metric measures the fraction of tool-call at-
tempts rejected because at least one argument value
is taken from a noisy tool response.

Prompts and Environment Settings. Table 2
summarizes the main benchmark and environment
parameters, and Figure 21 shows the inference
prompt. The benchmark contains 56 datatypes,
327 evaluation queries, and 1,665 tools. Here, L*
denotes the shortest valid solution length in tool
calls (5-9), Timax = 100 denotes the interaction
budget, Aoy’ = 30 denotes the maximum number

of tools returned per retrieval, and o9 = 42 denotes
the global random seed.

4.2 Results

Planning with massive toolsets remains
highly challenging for most models.

Table 3 shows a sharp divide between frontier mod-
els and the rest. Gemini-3.1-Pro achieve the highest
accuracy of 77.06%, while maintaining the high-
est EGT Precision with about 20 turns. In con-
trast, most other models remain below 60% accu-
racy, with OQwen3-8B and Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct
achieving 0%, revealing the difficulty of long-
horizon, exploration-driven planning across large
tool ecosystems. The gaps are also large within
model families: larger Qwen and Llama variants



Task Completion

Exploration Behavior Execution Quality

Model Name
Accuracy (%) 1 EGT Prec. (%) 1T Avg. Turns Mean EDT S/CRatio ITCR (%)] UIRR (%) |
QOwen3-8B 0.00 35.31 25.65 7.64 0.20 6.11 _0.10
QOwen3-14B 0.92 47.77 35.74 12.01 0.09 3.94 0.93
Qwen3-32B 2.75 62.36 12.03 18.54 1.59 10.05 743
Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct 0.00 41.33 21.62 9.89 1.49 18.03 5.25
Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct 18.96 59.67 19.13 19.20 222 21.47 2.13
DeepSeek-V4-Flash 63.08 65.57 3141 25.34 2.80 8.27 3.29
Gemini-3.1-Pro 77.06 91.47 19.55 27.41 1.59 0.68 0.30
Gemini-3.5-Flash 52.19 85.29 57.87 25.16 10.44 294 0.00
GPT-5.4-Mini 3.07 71.25 10.81 9.22 1.97 51.71 4.42
GPT-54 51.90 72.92 22.92 20.65 2.70 6.28 1.91

Table 3: PlanBench-XL main evaluation results in the default setting under the grounded accuracy criterion.Scores
in bold indicate the best performance among all models, and underlined scores denote the second-best performance.
For Mean EDT, higher values generally indicate broader exploration but are not strictly better in all cases; we still
highlight the top two values to aid readability.The metrics in (%) are reported in percentage form.

outperform their smaller counterparts, and full fron-
tier models far exceed their lightweight versions
such as Gemini-3.5-Flash and GPT-5.4-Mini. To-
gether, these results suggest that both model family
and scale matter for this task. Robustness checks,
including confidence intervals, are reported in Ap-
pendix C.1.

Tool discovery requires broad, accurate, and
bi-directional exploration.

Exploration tendency strongly relates to task
success. Broad tool retrieval can expose agents
to more potential intermediate information, mak-
ing exploration tendency strongly associated with
task success. We measure this exploration ten-
dency using Mean EDT, the average number of
new datatypes uncovered through retrieval beyond
the query’s initial datatypes. Across models, Mean
EDT is strongly correlated with accuracy (Pearson
coefficient (Turney, 2024) r = 0.902), suggesting
that agents uncover more intermediate information
are generally more likely to complete the task suc-
cessfully. However, exploration tendency does not
explain performance entirely. For example, Liama-
3.3-70B-Instruct achieves a Mean EDT score com-
parable to GPT-5.4 (19.20 vs. 20.65), yet the two
models differ substantially in accuracy (18.96% vs.
51.90%). This indicates that broad retrieval is an
important driver of success, but it remains only part
of effective long-horizon tool use.

Frequent retrieval does not guarantee effec-
tive exploration. A high S/C Ratio and a large
number of interaction turns indicate that an agent
spends substantial effort on retrieval, but such ef-

fort does not necessarily translate into broad dis-
covery of useful intermediate information. For ex-
ample, Gemini-3.5-Flash has the highest S/C Ratio
among all models (10.44) and also uses the most
turns on average (57.87). However, Gemini-3.1-
Pro achieves a higher Mean EDT while using only
about one third of the turns and one seventh of
the S/C Ratio. This contrast shows that frequent
searching and long interactions are not sufficient
for effective exploration. An agent may search
proactively, but if these searches repeatedly revisit
unuseful or uninformative tools, they contribute lit-
tle to the discovery of new task-relevant datatypes.

Effective tool discovery requires bi-directional
anticipation. We define the forward/backward
retrieval ratio (F/B ratio) as the total number of
input-conditioned retrievals divided by the total
number of output-conditioned retrievals across all
query traces for a model. Across models, agents
generally issue more input-conditioned than output-
conditioned retrievals, indicating a common prefer-
ence for forward anticipation. Lower-performing
models, such as Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct and Qwen3-
14B, rely heavily on input-conditioned retrieval,
yielding F/B ratios of 16.56 and 14.18, respec-
tively. This suggests that retrieving tools compat-
ible with currently available inputs is often insuf-
ficient: these agents may identify executable next
steps, but fail to reason backward about which in-
termediate datatypes must be discovered to reach
the final goal. This pattern is further supported by
correlation analysis, where the relative frequency
of output-conditioned retrieval is strongly corre-
lated with accuracy (Pearson » = 0.800). Together,
these results suggest that effective tool discovery re-



quires agents to combine forward exploration from
current evidence with backward anticipation from
the desired outcome.

Successful long-horizon tool use requires
both effective exploration and accurate ex-
ploitation.

Beyond effective exploration, successful agents
must accurately exploit the information they un-
cover, which EGT Precision captures by measuring
whether executed tool calls stay on task-relevant
paths. EGT Precision is highly correlated with
accuracy (Pearson coefficient » = 0.781), indi-
cating that models are much more likely to suc-
ceed when they execute relevant tool-use trajec-
tories. The strongest models further support this
pattern: Gemini-3.1-Pro achieve the highest accu-
racies (77.06%) while also attaining the highest
EGT Precision (91.47%). These results suggest
that effective long-horizon tool use requires not
only sufficient exploration, but also precise execu-
tion over the explored tool space.

| Basic tool-use reliability remains necessary.

Accurate exploration and exploitation also depend
on reliable tool-use. Accuracy is negatively corre-
lated with ITCR (Pearson coefficient r = —0.443),
showing that models that frequently make invalid
tool calls are much less likely to complete the task
successfully. For example, Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct
has the second highest ITCR and the lowest accu-
racy, while the strongest model, Gemini-3.1-Pro,
keep ITCR near zero (0.68%). This suggests that
effective long-horizon tool-use requires not only
broad exploration and accurate exploitation, but
also basic reliability in invoking tools with valid
arguments. The moderate correlation also indicates
that invalid tool calls alone do not explain perfor-
mance differences, and that failures also arise from
ineffective exploration and exploitation.

5 Analysis

In this section, we analyze factors that influence
model performance from three complementary per-
spectives. As described in Section 3, our task and
tool construction is structured, enabling controlled
analysis along several dimensions:

* Block Types and Severity (Takeaway 5): How
agents perform under different types and severi-
ties of tool-path blocking.

¢ Inference-Time Augmentation (Takeaway 6):
Whether additional test-time computation im-
proves adaptation under blocked tool paths.

* Path Length Effects (Takeaway 7): How mini-
mal solution paths affect task accuracy.

Agents are vulnerable under corrupted tool
environments, especially when failures are
silent or alternative paths become longer.

Viable-path reduction sharply weakens perfor-
mance. We vary the block ratio, defined as the
proportion of originally feasible solution paths dis-
abled by replacing selected path-critical tools with
block alternatives. As shown in the right panel of
Figure 2, as the block ratio increases, all four mod-
els perform worse, showing that agents become
less reliable as the environment leaves fewer vi-
able paths available. This degradation is especially
pronounced for GPT-5.4, whose accuracy drops
by more than 20 percentage points, and the same
trend is consistently observed across the other three
models. These results suggest that stronger envi-
ronmental constraints systematically weaken adap-
tive planning by forcing agents to recover within a
smaller solution space.

Silent tool failures are the most harmful. To
isolate the effect of each block type, we keep the
block tools and block ratio fixed, and vary only the
behavior of the replacement tools. The left panel of
Figure 2 further breaks down performance by block
type. Among the single-type perturbations, exclud-
ing the mixed condition, implicit failures lead to the
lowest accuracy for all selected models. This sug-
gests that silent failures are especially disruptive:
unlike explicit errors or semantically mismatched
tools, they provide weak failure signals and are
therefore harder for agents to recognize. UIRR pro-
vides a quantitative view of this failure pattern. On
average, UIRR is highest under implicit failures
(11.99%), compared with explicit failures (9.67%)
and misleading tools (9.89%). This indicates that
agents are more likely to reuse values returned by
silently failed tools as inputs to later tool calls, al-
lowing the failure to propagate along the trajectory.
As aresult, agents are less likely to recognize that
the current tool path has become unreliable and to
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Figure 3: Accuracy (%) on PlanBench-XL under fine-
grained blocking. Shortest and Longest denote runs
where blocking preserves the shortest and longest ad-
missible solution paths, respectively; Random denotes
the basic blocked configuration. Circles, squares, and

diamonds mark these three settings.

recover through alternative planning.

Agents struggle to re-plan through longer re-
covery paths. To examine whether block perfor-
mance depends on the structure of the remaining
solution space, we compare two path-restricted set-
tings: one where only the shortest valid solution
path remains available, and one where only the
longest valid solution path remains available. As
shown in Figure 3, the gap is substantial: when only
the longest path is kept, accuracy drops sharply
across models, indicating that agents struggle to
effectively adapt and re-plan when recovery re-
quires following longer and less direct tool-use
trajectories. This effect is especially pronounced
for stronger models: for example, GPT-5.4 falls to
only slightly above 10% accuracy, compared with
around 30% under the standard block setting. This
suggests that current agents remain limited in deep
adaptive planning: once direct recovery routes are
removed, they struggle to reconstruct longer tool-
use chains through more distant intermediate steps.

Simply scaling test-time compute yields
only limited performance gains.

To examine whether additional test-time interaction
can mitigate the performance drop under blocking,
we run an enforced-exploration experiment. Specif-
ically, whenever an agent attempts to terminate
with an incorrect answer, we insert an additional
user message instructing the model to continue ex-
ploring rather than stop. This intervention can be
applied multiple times within the same trajectory,
up to a predefined enforced budget, with the de-
tailed prompt shown in Figure 22. As shown in
Figure 4, increasing the enforced budget provides
only limited gains: most models improve by less
than 5 percentage points. Moreover, even with
additional interaction opportunities, block-setting
performance remains far below the corresponding
no-block accuracy. This persistent gap suggests
that blocking exposes deeper limitations in adap-
tive re-planning under unexpected events, rather
than a failure that can be resolved by extra test-
time interaction alone.

Longer shortest-path groups are associated
with lower accuracy.

We group queries by the shortest valid solution
length L* and report accuracy within each group,
which provides a useful view of how performance
changes across tasks with different minimal tool-
use horizons. As shown in Figure 5, accuracy gen-
erally decreases as L* increases. This pattern sug-
gests that longer minimal tool-use horizons are
associated with greater difficulty, even before any
blocking perturbation is applied.



GPT-5.4 Gemini-3.5-Flash DeepSeek-V4-Flash Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct

u
o

Accuracy (%)
N
o

50+ 601 7.5

5.0

401 50 f eSO N 0.5

0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5
Enforced budget

—e— With block --- No block

Figure 4: Effect of enforced exploration under blocking. The enforced budget B¢ is the maximum number of
continuation prompts added after incorrect termination, with Be,; = 0 denoting the standard block setting and
Bens = 5 the largest budget tested. Accuracy gains quickly saturate and remain far below the no-block accuracy
shown by the dashed line.

(a) Default Setting (b) Block Setting
100
60
R 75
> 40
© 50
3
r I I I N I
0 A n noo ¢ © .A n N t
5. aS! as! uc 5. as! as uc
o exnint” S oee AT opnet ot erint3 SR e opnet
G Deep a3 G Dee9 L\ama— .
L*=5 L*=6 Wl L*=7 L*>=18

Figure 5: Accuracy (%) by shortest path length L* in the default and block settings. Queries are grouped by L*,
with longer tasks aggregated into the L* > 8 group. Accuracy generally decreases for longer-path groups, and the
decline becomes sharper under blocking.

6 Error Analysis ter navigation has already failed, showing how dif-
ferent model families expose the same underlying
trajectory breakdown through distinct ending pat-

Overview. The main results show that agents of-
terns.

ten fail even after substantial retrieval and tool in-
teraction, suggesting that the key bottleneck lies 6.1 Trajectory Drift and Tool-Selection
inside the trajectory rather than only in final-answer
generation. We therefore analyze failures in three
stages: (1) Section 6.1 first studies how planning
trajectories break in the default setting: agents of-
ten make partial progress, drift away from valid
solution paths, and then fail to recover. We fur-
ther show that this drift is frequently not caused
by the absence of useful retrieved tools, but by
the model’s failure to select or return to tools that
would move the trajectory forward. (2) Section 6.2
then uses retrieval-time blocking as a controlled
stress test of this selection and recovery weakness.
When a required tool is replaced by a corrupted
alternative, the agent must detect that the current
branch is unreliable and re-plan from remaining  * No Traction: the failed trajectory never makes

Failures

To investigate planning failures in PlanBench-XL,
we annotate valid tool calls according to whether
they advance a feasible solution path. We define
a tool call as a progress call if it produces a new
intermediate value needed by at least one valid tool-
use path toward the final answer. Otherwise, it is
a non-progress call. This definition does not re-
quire the model to follow one fixed ground-truth
path; it rewards any step that obtains useful inter-
mediate evidence for completing the task. Using
this definition, we categorize failed trajectories as
follows:

feasible paths; failures under blocking therefore a progress call, so the model obtains no useful
reveal whether models can reject misleading or intermediate evidence toward the final answer.

executable-looking bad evidence. (3) Section 6.3 ¢ Irrecoverable Drift: the model makes at least one
compares model-specific termination behaviors af- progress call, then makes a non-progress call, and

10
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Figure 6: Trajectory Failure Category Distribution un-
der the default setting (%). A tool call is counted as a
progress call if it produces a new intermediate value re-
quired by at least one ground-truth tool-use path toward
the final answer. We abbreviate GPT-5.4, Gemini-3.5-
Flash, DeepSeek-V4-Flash, and Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct
as GPT, Gemini, DeepSeek, and Llama.

never makes progress again.

» Weak Recovery: the model makes progress again
after a non-progress call, but still fails before
reaching the correct answer.

* Format Error: the failure is caused by invalid
or incompatible formatting (e.g., tool call or re-
trieval format) in the interaction process.

The first three categories describe where a failed
trajectory breaks during solution-path execution,
while Format Error captures interface-level failures
that we report separately from the main navigation
analysis.

Takeaway 8

Most failures occur after models have al-
ready obtained partially useful evidence, but
then drift away from all ground-truth solu-
tion paths and rarely recover.

Failures usually happen after partial progress.
Figure 6 shows that models do not simply fail from
the start; instead, they often make partial progress
before drifting away from valid solution paths. In
the default setting, Irrecoverable Drift is the largest
planning failure category for GPT-5.4 and Gemini-
3.5-Flash, accounting for 72.4% and 71.3% of
their reported failure categories, respectively, and
remains the dominant category when aggregated
across all four analyzed models. This indicates
that models often begin following a useful solution
direction, but later take an off-path tool call that
stops further progress.

Recovering after drift is difficult. The same fig-
ure shows that Weak Recovery accounts for only
3.0% of the reported default failure categories
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when aggregated across models. This low recov-
ery rate suggests that the main difficulty is not
simply failing to find a useful tool-use direction.
Many failed trajectories make partial progress at
first, but then a single non-progress step can push
the agent away from the productive solution di-
rection. After such drift occurs, agents rarely re-
pair the trajectory sufficiently to complete the task,
suggesting that current agents still lack a stable
adaptive re-planning mechanism for detecting and
self-correcting unproductive directions.

Drift is often a tool-selection failure, not
simply a retrieval failure.

Useful alternatives are often already in the re-
trieved history. A natural explanation for such
drift is that the agent may fail to retrieve any tool
that can advance the current solution path. Before
failed-run non-progress calls, the model had al-
ready retrieved at least one valid tool that could
support progress toward the solution in 78.0% of
default cases and 71.1% of block cases. Thus,
many wrong calls occur even though the model has
already seen a solution-relevant alternative. The
bottleneck is therefore not only tool discovery, but
also deciding which discovered tool should be used
next.

Models over-select recently retrieved tools.
The failed non-progress calls also show a strong
recency pattern in tool selection. In both settings,
most non-progress calls use tools from recent re-
trieval windows, accounting for 74.1% in the de-
fault setting and 63.6% in the block setting. How-
ever, when a clean tool that could make progress
is available, it is often not recent: 44.7% of default
cases and 43.2% of block cases involve such tools
that were retrieved more than two retrieval win-
dows earlier. This contrast suggests that models
tend to act on recently retrieved tools even when
older tools would provide more useful progress
toward the final answer.

Even when tools that could advance the task
re-appear, agents still do not reliably recover.
This failure cannot be reduced to memory loss
alone. After drift, a tool whose execution would
be counted as a progress call re-appears in the re-
cent retrieval context in 42.5% of default cases and
53.4% of block cases. In these cases, the issue is
not that the useful tool only appeared in earlier re-
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Figure 7: Distribution of invoked block alternatives
under mixed blocking. For each model, the horizon-
tal bar normalizes all invoked block alternatives to
100%. Colors indicate whether the invoked block alter-
native is an explicit failure, implicit failure, or semantic
misleading tool. We abbreviate GPT-5.4, Gemini-3.5-
Flash, DeepSeek-V4-Flash, and Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct
as GPT, Gemini, DeepSeek, and Llama.

trieval history: it becomes available again after the
trajectory has already drifted. Yet the model still
often fails to select it. Recovery therefore requires
more than retrieving additional tools or extending
the interaction budget. Agents need to retain useful
candidates seen earlier and re-rank both previously
seen and newly retrieved tools according to whether
executing them would move the trajectory toward
the final target.

Selection failure explains why broad exploration
is not sufficient. This diagnosis also clarifies the
gap between exploration and success observed in
the main results. Broad retrieval can expose useful
intermediate information, but it does not guarantee
that the model will exploit the right tool at the
right time. A model may retrieve many tools, or
repeatedly search after drifting, while still failing to
choose the progress-capable tool already available
in its history. The core navigation bottleneck is
therefore the transition from discovery to useful
execution.

6.2 Blocked-Alternative Misuse

The previous error analysis shows that many fail-
ures arise even when useful tools have already been
retrieved, because models do not reliably select
or recall tools that would make useful progress.
Retrieval-time blocking turns this weakness into a
controlled stress test. In Takeaway 5, we have al-
ready shown that block types differ in severity, with
silent failures causing especially large performance
drops. Here, we move from aggregate performance
to fine-grained tool-use behavior: when a required
tool is replaced by a block alternative, success de-
pends on whether the agent can detect the disrupted
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branch, avoid propagating corrupted observations,
and re-plan through the remaining feasible paths.
Figures 7 and 8 analyze agents’ behavior af-
ter they invoke block alternatives returned under
retrieval-time blocking. Here, block alternatives
refer to the additional tools inserted in place of
blocked executable tools. Figure 7 shows which
type of block alternative each model invokes. Fig-
ure 8 further shows how agents use the output of
each invoked block alternative in later steps. We
categorize follow-up behavior into three cases:

Unused: the agent uses neither the tool’s output
information for later retrieval nor its returned
value in a later tool call.

Search Reused: the agent uses the tool’s output
information to retrieve further tools, but does not
use its concrete returned value as an argument in
a later tool call.

Value Reused: the agent uses the tool’s concrete
returned value as an argument in a later tool call.

This distinction separates two ways in which a
block alternative can affect later planning. A model
may continue from the block alternative’s declared
output information without trusting the returned
value, or it may directly propagate the returned
value into later tool calls.

Models can reject superficial distractors
but struggle with executable-looking fail-
ures, especially silent ones with superfi-
cially plausible outputs.

Semantically misleading tools are usually not
the main issue. Across models, semantic mis-
leading tools account for at most 3% of invoked
block alternatives, and are never selected by GPT-
5.4 or Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct. This suggests that
current models can often use tool names and de-
scriptions to reject alternatives whose functions
are only superficially related to the current need.
The more difficult cases are block alternatives that
look compatible with the current schema or return
concrete values that appear usable.

Explicit failures stop direct value propagation
but not follow-up search from the failed tool.
After invoking explicit-failure block alternatives,
agents never use the returned error message as an
argument in later tool calls. This shows that ex-
plicit error signals are effective at preventing direct
propagation of obviously invalid values. However,
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Figure 8: Follow-up behavior after agents invoke block
alternatives under mixed blocking. Each colomn cor-
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5.4, Gemini denotes Gemini-3.5-Flash, DeepSeek de-
notes DeepSeek-V4-Flash, and Llama denotes Llama-
3.3-70B-Instruct.

explicit failures do not always stop the agent from
searching for follow-up tools from the failed call.
Agents may still use the failed tool’s declared out-
put information to retrieve downstream tools, even
though the concrete execution did not produce a
valid value. Thus, explicit errors make the failed
branch visible, but they also expose a remaining
challenge: the model must still abandon that branch
and re-plan through another feasible path.

Implicit failures turn drift into value contami-
nation. Implicit failures are more damaging be-
cause they return superficially plausible concrete
values instead of explicit error messages. For GPT-
5.4 and Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct, Value Reused ac-
counts for 55.9% and 75.5% of implicit-failure
follow-ups, respectively; aggregated across mod-
els, implicit failures lead to Value Reused in 42.2%
of cases, compared with 0% for explicit failures.
This means that silent failures do not merely stop
progress. They inject invalid values that the agent
treats as grounded evidence for later tool calls.
Once these values enter the trajectory, subsequent
calls may look procedurally valid while moving the
agent further away from any valid solution.

6.3 Model-Specific Failure Patterns

The previous findings describe where the trajec-
tory breaks and why recovery is difficult. We next
ask how models behave after their trajectory is no
longer grounded in a valid solution path. We treat
these final behaviors as termination policies rather
than primary failure mechanisms, because the same
trajectory-level failure can end in different surface
outputs. We define three dominant ending types:

* Surrender: the final response explicitly states
that the model cannot determine, verify, or pro-
vide the requested answer.

* Wrong tool value: the final response gives an
incorrect answer that is not supported by any tool
output relevant to the target query. The value may
be fabricated or guessed, or it may be copied
from another tool call whose output does not
answer the requested query.

* Search exhaustion: the trajectory ends without
a grounded answer after repeated retrieval/search
actions fail to produce a decisive progress-
making tool call.

After navigation failure, models expose dif-
ferent termination policies: GPT surrenders,
DeepSeek and Llama commit wrong tool
values, and Gemini keeps searching.

GPT often surrenders despite the existence
of valid solution paths. Among default non-
interaction failures, GPT-5.4 ends 77.3% with an
explicit surrender statement, despite the prompt ex-
plicitly stating that each task is solvable, as shown
in Figure 21. Under the block setting, this rate fur-
ther rises to 80.6%. These terminations therefore
do not indicate genuinely unsolvable tasks: each
blocked instance preserves at least one feasible so-
lution path by construction. Rather, they suggest
that GPT-5.4 often stops once its current branch
no longer appears useful, instead of abandoning
that branch and recovering through another valid
path. Although this behavior is conservative in that
the model usually avoids hallucinating an answer,
it still reflects a failure of adaptive recovery in a
solvable environment.

DeepSeek and Llama more often commit hal-
lucinated values. DeepSeek-V4-Flash commits
wrong tool-returned values in 58.8% of default
failures and 65.9% of block failures. Llama-3.3-
70B-Instruct shows this pattern even more strongly,
committing wrong tool values in 81.7% of default
failures and 71.7% of block failures. Compared
with explicit refusal or surrender, this represents
a more severe failure mode: the model still pro-
duces a final answer even when the trajectory has
drifted away from any valid solution path. In such
cases, it may rely on unsupported evidence, fabri-
cate a value, or reuse an intermediate result from
an irrelevant tool call as if it answered the target



query.

Gemini keeps searching without converting
search into progress. Gemini-3.5-Flash ends
90.8% of default failures and 85.1% of block fail-
ures through search exhaustion. Its S/C ratio av-
eraged on the failed instances is also much larger
than the other analyzed models, reaching 29.1 in
the default setting and 18.3 under blocking. This
suggests that Gemini-3.5-Flash mainly fails not by
premature commitment, but by searching without
making decisive progress.

These model-specific failure fingerprints are sta-
ble across settings. The trajectory-level analy-
sis shows that these model-specific patterns are
largely stable across settings. Across the tested
blocking settings, the dominant failure pattern re-
mains unchanged for DeepSeek-V4-Flash, Gemini-
3.5-Flash, and Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct, and also
holds for GPT-5.4 in most settings. This indicates
that blocking, path length, feedback, and other in-
terventions mostly change how often each model
fails, rather than replacing its characteristic failure
policy. The resulting picture is therefore hierarchi-
cal: models first fail through weak solution-path
execution and recovery, corrupted tools then am-
plify this weakness through uncontained failure
branches, and each model finally exposes the bro-
ken trajectory through its own termination bias.

7 Conclusion

In this work, we introduced PlanBench-XL, an
interactive benchmark for evaluating long-horizon
adaptive planning in large-scale, retrieval-mediated
tool ecosystems. Our results show that current
LLM agents remain brittle in massive-tool envi-
ronments: even frontier models drop sharply when
relevant tools are blocked, silently corrupted, or re-
quire longer recovery paths, while longer test-time
interaction brings only limited gains. These fail-
ures suggest that robust planning requires agents
to recognize unreliable feedback, preserve inter-
mediate evidence, and re-plan under partial and
imperfect tool observability. Looking forward,
PlanBench-XL provides a testbed for developing
adaptive agents that explore large tool ecosystems,
recover from unreliable tools, and operate under
real-world uncertainty, with future directions in
Appendix F.3.

14

Limitations

While PlanBench-XL provides a principled and
scalable framework for evaluating adaptive plan-
ning under massive, retrieval-mediated tool access,
it has several limitations. First, PlanBench-XL
is currently instantiated in the retail domain. Al-
though its queries cover diverse multi-step work-
flows, a single domain may not fully capture the
breadth of real-world tool-use scenarios. Since
PlanBench-XL is built with a scalable generation
pipeline over typed datatypes, executable tools,
and backend databases, it can be extended to ad-
ditional domains in future work. Second, our
retrieval-time blockers simulate representative tool-
access failures, including explicit errors, coun-
terfactual outputs, and irrelevant tools. How-
ever, real-world tool ecosystems may involve more
complex and dynamic failures. This reflects a
realism—controllability trade-off: our design en-
ables systematic robustness analysis, while ab-
stracting away some open-ended complexity. Third,
PlanBench-XL uses a self-defined retriever to ex-
pose tools through controlled natural-language re-
trieval. While this enables reproducible evalua-
tion of exploration and re-planning, it may not
fully capture real-world retrieval systems, where
tool discovery can be affected by noisy documenta-
tion, imperfect ranking, changing tool catalogs, and
deployment-specific retrievers. We discuss these
trade-offs further in Appendix E.

Ethics Statements

Offensive Content. Our benchmark focuses on
the retail domain, where offensive content is rela-
tively unlikely to arise. In addition, all data were
carefully sampled and validated to ensure that the
dataset does not contain offensive material. There-
fore, we believe the benchmark presents minimal
risk of negative societal impact.

Licenses. Our code will be released under the
MIT license to allow unrestricted research use. The
PlanBench-XL will be distributed under a Creative
Commons (CC) license, providing free access for
the academic community. Our use of existing mod-
els and tools is strictly consistent with their original
licenses and intended research purposes. We take
full responsibility for any potential rights viola-
tions or licensing issues, and all resources comply
with their respective terms of use while supporting
research purposes.



Model Usage. All open-source models were
hosted and executed locally using the vLLM li-
brary (Kwon et al., 2023), while all closed-source
models were accessed through their respective
APIs.

Data Annotations. All data annotation was per-
formed by the paper’s co-authors, who are qualified
researchers with relevant expertise, ensuring that
the process was conducted responsibly and in ac-
cordance with ethical standards.
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A Comparison Traits

In this appendix, we describe the comparison traits
used in Table 1. Rather than treating these traits as
isolated checklist items, we use them to character-
ize increasingly realistic conditions for tool-using
agents (Yao et al., 2024): operating with external
tools (Su et al., 2025; Qian et al., 2025b), discov-
ering relevant tools from large tool spaces (Patil
et al., 2023; Qin et al., 2023a; Shi et al., 2025),
exploring from both known evidence and desired
outcomes (Liu et al., 2026b; Qian et al., 2025a),
remaining robust when retrieved tools are imper-
fect (Xi et al., 2026) and effectively re-plan (Shen
et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2025a, 2026a).

Tool-Use. Tool-use is a basic requirement for
evaluating agents that interact with external en-
vironments (Qian et al., 2026a). In real applica-
tions, agents must often obtain information or per-
form operations through APIs (Patil et al., 2023),
databases (Elder et al., 2025), or other executable
interfaces (Yang et al., 2024) rather than relying
only on parametric knowledge. We therefore distin-
guish benchmarks where tool invocation is central
to task completion from those where tools are only
optional.

Tool Retrieval. Real-world tool ecosystems can
contain hundreds or thousands of APIs (Qin et al.,
2023b; Elder et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2024), mak-
ing it impractical to expose the full tool set in the
prompt. Agents must instead retrieve or discover
relevant tools during problem solving. This trait
captures whether a benchmark evaluates tool use
under such retrieval-mediated access, rather than
assuming that the correct tools are already visible
to the agent.

Implicit Sub-goals. Complex tasks rarely spec-
ify all intermediate steps or sub-goals explic-
itly (Qian et al., 2025a). In realistic workflows,
an agent may need to infer what intermediate infor-
mation is missing, what sub-goal should be solved
next, and which tools can bridge the gap between
the current state and the final objective (Wang et al.,
2023). This trait captures whether a benchmark re-
quires agents to discover and pursue such latent
intermediate goals, instead of following fully spec-
ified instructions.

Bi-directional Exploration. In real-world envi-
ronments, effective exploration may need to pro-
ceed in two directions: forward from currently
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available evidence, and backward from the desired
target outcome (Ren et al., 2024). For example, an
agent may ask what can be obtained from a known
order ID, or instead ask what tools could produce a
required refund status. This trait captures whether a
benchmark encourages agents to combine forward
planning from task goals with backward planning
from available tool affordances (Qian et al., 2026b),
rather than limiting them to fixed tool lists, one-shot
retrieval, or purely forward expansion from explicit
instructions.

Unreliable Tools. Retrieved tools in real systems
may be unavailable, stale, misleading, broken, or
only partially relevant (Liu et al., 2025a; Qian et al.,
2025¢). Robust agents therefore need to evaluate
tool feedback, recognize failure modes, and recover
from unreliable tool access. This trait captures
whether a benchmark exposes agents to imperfect
tools as part of the task environment, rather than
assuming clean and fully reliable tool descriptions
and executions.

Long-Horizon. Many practical tool-use tasks re-
quire multiple dependent steps, where the result of
one tool call determines what should be retrieved
or executed next (Yao et al., 2023). Long-horizon
settings test whether agents can maintain state, plan
across several interactions, and avoid compound-
ing errors (Liu et al., 2023; Zhou et al., 2023; Basu
etal., 2024). Following the criterion used in Li et al.
(2026), we regard tasks involving around 25 turns
or more as long-horizon. In PlanBench-XL, each
task is constructed to require at least five dependent
tool invocations, ensuring that solving it cannot be
reduced to single-step API selection. Empirically,
when retrieval and execution are both counted as
interactions, agents require around 25 turns on aver-
age to complete a task, matching this long-horizon
convention. This trait captures whether a bench-
mark systematically evaluates such extended multi-
step tool-use trajectories, rather than mostly single-
step API selection or isolated function calling.

Scalable Generation. Realistic agent evaluation
requires broad coverage over tasks, tools, and envi-
ronments (Sullivan et al., 2025; Qin et al., 2023b;
Elder et al., 2025; Guo et al., 2025). Manual bench-
mark construction alone often limits diversity and
makes it difficult to stress-test agents under many
configurations. This trait captures whether a bench-
mark includes a scalable construction pipeline for
generating tasks, tools, environments, or perturba-



Blocking Type Detection  Signal Ex- Alignment  Agent-Side Interpretation
Stage plicitness
Semantic After Medium Aligned The retrieved tool is superficially similar to the blocked tool,
Misleading retrieval but its description or schema reveals that it supports a
different function. If invoked, the response is consistent
with the tool’s own description.
Explicit Failure  After tool High Misaligned The retrieved tool appears usable before invocation, but
call calling it returns an explicit error or failure message, directly
signaling that the tool cannot support the intended path.
Implicit Failure  After tool Low Misaligned The retrieved tool appears usable and returns a value
call without an explicit error, but the response violates the tool’s

described behavior or task-world consistency, making the
blockage harder to detect.

Table 4: Taxonomy of blocking types. We characterize each blocker by the earliest stage at which an agent
can detect it (Detection Stage), the explicitness of the observable failure signal (Signal Explicitness), whether the
retrieved tool description aligns with the tool’s actual behavior (Alignment), and how the agent should interpret the

blocking (Agent-Side Interpretation).

tions, enabling broader and more systematic evalu-
ation.

B Experiment Details

B.1 Construction Model Choice

We use Mgen, = GPT—5.2and Mg = GPT—5.2
in the data construction process.

B.2 Tool Construction Details

B.2.1 Tool Schema Construction Details

Following the notation in the main text, each tool
7 € T has an input datatype set D x in(7) and an
output datatype set D * out(7), with |D xin(7)| =
m and |D * out(7)| = n. In the released retail
benchmark, we instantiate this construction with
m € 1,2,3,4,5and n = 1. Although the combina-
torial candidate space grows rapidly with larger m,
LLM-based filtering keeps the final released tool
library sparse. We use m < 5 because this range
better matches common real-world tool schemas.
Many real-world tools need more than one input,
such as an user name together with a timestamp,
product item, or order status constraint. Tools with
more than five required inputs are relatively un-
common in the retail setting. We therefore in-
clude multi-input tools to better match practical
tool-use scenarios, but avoid creating tools with
unrealistically large input signatures. Benchmark
difficulty instead comes from composing tools over
long paths, retrieving useful tools, and re-planning
when earlier choices fail.

Tool Name Construction. Tool names in our
benchmark are generated automatically by code
according to a fixed naming rule. To better match
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real-world tool ecosystems, where the same
information can be named differently across tools,
we maintain 5-10 aliases for each datatype. For
example, the same datatype may appear as “user
name”, “customer name”, or ‘“name on the account
in different tool names. This alias design also help
prevent agents from recovering the underlying
tool graph by simply matching canonical datatype
names across tool names. When constructing
a tool name, we select one alias for each input
and output datatype. Names follow the template
Get_<Output>_From_<Input>[_<Variant>],
where <Output> is constructed from the selected
alias of the output datatype, <Input> is constructed
from the selected aliases of the required input
datatypes, and the optional <Variant> suffix, such
as “V2” or “Pro”, provides additional version
information when needed. The suffix does not
always indicate a functional difference. It is
used to simulate the existence of multiple tool
versions in real-world tool ecosystems. This
naming convention keeps the tool inventory
human-readable and machine-parsable.

1)

Tool Description Construction. Tool descrip-
tions in our benchmark are generated using Mgen,
to produce natural-language explanations of tool
functionality. Each description explains what infor-
mation the tool retrieves from the given input and
clarifies the contextual meaning of the returned out-
put datatypes in high-level natural language. The
descriptions provide natural-language context for
the tool names and help distinguish tools whose
input-output signatures are similar.



B.2.2 Noisy Tool Construction

Real-world retrieval over large tool ecosystems is
rarely fully clean: retrieved candidates may be se-
mantically related to the current intent, but still dif-
fer in reliability, freshness, authority, or executabil-
ity. To better reflect this setting, we augment the
tool ecosystem with noisy tools that appear relevant
to the same retrieval intent as valid tools, but whose
outputs are unreliable or otherwise unhelpful for
solving the task. To achieve this, We generate five
noisy variants for each executable tool, resulting
in 925 noisy tools for 185 executable tools. Each
noisy tool is paired with one executable tool and
keeps the same required inputs and declared output
datatype. Its name follows the same alias-based
naming rule, usually with a small suffix or version
change. Its description is generated by Mg, and
stays close to the paired tool in task intent, but it
also explicitly describes why the tool is unavail-
able or unreliable. Thus, noisy tools are plausible
retrieval candidates, but they are not meant to be in-
distinguishable from the corresponding executable
tools.
We construct five noise categories:

* Deprecated. The tool looks like a normal
endpoint, but returns an unsupported-endpoint
error when invoked.

Condition-limited. The tool has a valid-
looking signature, but is only available under
special record conditions that are not satisfied
in the benchmark instance.

Stale. The tool returns the right type of field,
but the value comes from an outdated cache
or lagging replica.

Unreliable. The tool declares the intended
output field, but returns a value from a related
but wrong backend field.

¢ Non-authoritative value. The tool returns a
preview, default, estimated, or otherwise non-
final value instead of the final backend truth.

For each executable tool, we use Mg, to syn-
thesize one noisy counterpart for each category.
The execution behavior is changed according to
the target noise category. This construction tests
whether agents can use tool descriptions to reject
superficially relevant but explicitly unreliable tools.
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B.2.3 Tool Filtering Details

We use Mg=GPT-5.2 to screen all candidate tools,
and only retain a candidate tool if it meets all of
the following criteria:

* Deterministic dependency. The declared
input datatype set should be sufficient for
determining the output datatype set. We
exclude tools with redundant inputs when
a strict subset already determines the same
output datatype set. For example, if
Get_Phone_From_User_ID already maps a
user ID to the corresponding phone number,
then Get_Phone_From_User_ID_and_Email
should be filtered out, because the email input
is redundant for determining the same output
datatype.

Tool-grounded information access. A tool
must correspond to retrieving or deriving
information from the external database, rather
than encoding a pure reasoning shortcut
that the model could perform without inter-
acting with the environment. For example,
Get_TotalPrice_From_Qty_and_UnitPrice
should be filtered out, because the total price
can be directly computed as quantity
multiplied by unit price without calling
the tool.

Domain realism. The input-output rela-
tion must be plausible under the retail do-
main semantics encoded in the database
and datatype inventory. For example,
Get_Order_ID_From_Product_Size should
be filtered out, because a product size alone
would not normally be enough to determine a
specific order in a retail setting.

Non-trivial information gain. The out-
put datatype set must contribute gen-
uinely new state information, rather than
merely renaming, formatting, or echoing
already available values. For example,
Get_Formatted_Phone_From_Phone should
be filtered out, because converting a phone
number such as 135**x%*6821 into a format-
ted variant such as (+1)135%xxx6821 does
not introduce new task-relevant information.

B.2.4 Why Tool Calls Are Necessary

Tool-use is necessary in PlanBench-XL because
every tool call reveals backend values that are inac-
cessible before execution. At the single-tool level,



tools are constructed either as direct search opera-
tions or as action-like operations exposed through
a search-style interface. A direct search tool uses
valid input identifiers to look up requested fields
in the hidden backend database. Since these val-
ues are not stated in the user query and cannot be
inferred, the agent must invoke the tool to obtain
them. The same principle applies to action-like
tools. Such a tool represents an operation and re-
turns the values produced by that operation, such
as an operation ID, confirmation token, or
created-record identifier. These values are
only available after the tool is invoked and may
serve as a required typed input for later tools. Be-
cause the concrete information needed to proceed
is only exposed through tool execution, the agent
cannot bypass any single tool call by reasoning
about what should happen.

B.3 Query Construction Details

We first enumerate all solvable tasks from the path

catalogs. A task is solvable if the target datatype set

can be reached from the declared initial datatype set

through at least one valid tool sequence. We then

filter these solvable tasks by solution length and

input usage, and construct the tasks into queries.
The filtering rules are:

* Removing short tasks. We remove tasks
whose shortest valid solution path is shorter
than 5 steps, since these tasks can be solved
with only a short lookup chain.

Keeping useful multi-input tasks. We keep
both one-input and multi-input tasks. For a
multi-input task, the target datatype set should
not be reachable from only part of the declared
input datatype set. This avoids cases where
a task is labeled as multi-input but one of the
inputs is never actually needed.

B.4 State Graph

For a query instance indexed by i, let r;
(Dio,Y:) denote its internal task specification,
where D; o C D is the initial datatype set and
Yi € D is the target datatype set. We define the
state graph for query i as G; = (V;, &;). Each node
s € V; is an internal agent state, represented by the
set of datatypes that have been obtained so far:

sCD. (1)

The initial state is

0
S, = 'Di’(] .

2
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Each directed edge corresponds to one valid tool
invocation. For a state s and a tool 7, the edge
induced by 7 is defined as

(s,7,8) €& < Di(r)Cs,
Dout(T) \ s# 0,

s = 8 U Doyt (7).

3)

Thus, a tool can be invoked only when all of its
input datatypes are already available, and executing
it expands the current state by adding its output
datatype set. Under this representation, a tool-use
trajectory is a path in G;:

= (T1,...,TK), 4)
which induces a sequence of states
T
S?T—1>S}T—2>--'—K>sf(. 5)

The task r; is solvable when there exists a path 7
such that

Vi C SzK- (6)

We use this state-graph representation for reacha-
bility checks, path enumeration, and blocking anal-
ysis.

B.5 Ground-truth Details
B.5.1 Process-level Tool Call Ground-truth

We construct process-level ground truth by enumer-
ating valid paths in G;. For each query instance i,
we first compute the inclusion-minimal tool sets
that can reach ); from D; o. The computation is
performed by a backward search from the target
datatype set. Starting with the unresolved goal
set G = );, the search repeatedly selects an unre-
solved datatype g € G and enumerates tools whose
output datatype set contains g. When a tool 7 is
selected, the search adds 7 to the current tool set,
removes the goals covered by its output datatype
set, and adds its required input datatypes as new
goals:

G' = (G \ Dout(7)) U (Din(7) \ Dip). (1)

The recursion terminates when all unresolved
goals are already covered by the query-provided
datatypes, i.e.,

G\ Dio = 0. (®)

During this backward search, we maintain an
antichain of tool sets under set inclusion. A candi-
date tool set is discarded if it strictly contains an



Algorithm 1 Computing inclusion-minimal tool
sets
Require: Initial datatype set D; o, target datatype
set V;, tools T
Ensure: Inclusion-minimal tool sets M;
1: function SOLVE(G)

2: G+ G\ Dy

3: if G = () then

4: return {0}

5: end if

6: Select one datatype g € G

7: A+ 0

8: forall T € T : g € Doyt (1) do
9: G < (G\ Doyt (7)) U (Din(7) \ Di )
10: for all R € SOLVE(G’) do
11: R + RU{7}

12: A+ Add(A, R)

13: end for

14: end for

15: return A

16: end function

17: return SOLVE());)

existing solution set, and any existing supersets are
removed when a smaller solution set is found. The
resulting collection is denoted as

Mi={Ri1,...,Ri s} &)

where each I?; ; C T is an inclusion-minimal tool
set sufficient to reach ); from D; .

For each inclusion-minimal tool set R; ; € M;,
we enumerate all legal execution orders on G;. An
ordered sequence m = (71,...,7x) is legal for
R; ; if it is a permutation of the tools in 2; ; and
every tool is executable when it is called. Equiva-
lently, if the induced states are

0 T1 1 T2

TK
si—>8’i—>“. S{(

— 8, (10)

then for every step k,

Sf = sf_l U Dout (k).

1D
The sequence is retained only if it reaches the target
datatype set:

Din(11) C sF71,

Vi C sit (12)
Let Legal;(R; ;) denote the retained legal ex-
ecution orders of R;; that reach ); in G;. The

process-level ground truth for query 7 is the union
of these sequences:

II; = U Legal;(R; ;).
Ri,je/\/lz-

13)
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Each 7 € II; records the ordered tool names and its
number of steps. This set serves as the reference for
process-level evaluation and forms the path catalog
used in later analyses.

B.5.2 Final Answer

Final Answer Construction. We construct the
gold final answer by executing one valid ground-
truth path for each query. For query 7, we select a
path 7 € II;. Given the query input values and 77,
a designated generation model Mg, walks through
the sequence and invokes the tools in order. The
values returned for the target datatype set ); are
used to construct the gold final answer o}. In our
experiments, we set Mgen to GPT-5.2.

Answer Evaluation Protocol. A model predic-
tion is judged by normalized containment match-
ing (Liu et al., 2026b). Let 0; denote the model’s
final answer for query 7. We normalize both o and
0; by lowercasing the strings, removing lightweight
markup and quotation characters, and collapsing
repeated whitespace. The prediction is marked cor-
rect when the normalized gold answer appears as a
sub-string of the normalized prediction. This crite-
rion avoids relying on semantic equivalence while
allowing harmless formatting around an otherwise
correct value.

B.6 Retriever Details

Request Matching Mechanism. The retriever
maps an agent’s natural-language request to canon-
ical datatypes and then returns tools that satisfy
the requested typed constraints. Each datatype
contains a canonical name, a description, and a
small set of aliases. At retrieval time, the query
phrase and datatype aliases are encoded with a
lightweight hashing encoder based on word tokens,
token bigrams, and character trigrams. The re-
triever selects the top-1 datatype by cosine-style
sparse-vector similarity. This alias-aware matching
supports surface-form variation in agent requests,
such as “phone”, “user phone”, or “phone number
for the user account”. To reduce the context bur-
den on the agent, we cap each retrieval result at
AveP = 30 tools. This cap does not exclude tools
required for solving a task. In our benchmark, any
single retrieval request matches at most K1t = 14
executable tools, where executable tools refer to
the non-noisy tools that can produce valid interme-
diate or final outputs. For each retrieval request, the

retriever first identifies all executable tools whose



stored typed interfaces match the resolved type-
level retrieval query, and returns these tools before
adding any distractors. It then fills the remaining
slots with noisy variants paired with the matched
executable tools, stopping when the returned list
reaches A[of = 30 or when no paired noisy vari-
ants remain. To avoid concentrating distractors
around only a few executable tools, noisy variants
are added as evenly as possible across the matched

executable tools.

Retriever modes. The retriever supports the
same three lookup modes described in the main
text. Below, we provide the implementation details
of how each mode maps the agent’s request to tool
candidates.

* Input-conditioned retrieval. The agent spec-
ifies an input datatype set. The retriever maps
the request to canonical input datatypes and re-
turns tools 7 whose input datatype set Djy, (7)
matches the requested input constraint. Input
datatypes are matched as an unordered set.

Output-conditioned retrieval. The agent
specifies an output datatype set. The retriever
maps the request to canonical output datatypes
and returns tools 7 whose output datatype set
Dout (7) matches the requested output con-
straint. Output datatypes are also matched as
an unordered set.

Input-output-conditioned retrieval. The
agent specifies both an input datatype set and
an output datatype set. The retriever maps all
requested datatypes to their canonical forms
and returns tools 7 whose typed interface sat-
isfies both constraints.

After the datatype mapping step, tool retrieval is
performed by exact matching over the typed tool
interfaces. For each retrieval request, the environ-
ment returns between K%t = 1 and K[ = 14
candidate tools, depending on how many tools sat-
isfy the resolved typed constraint. Given a resolved
output datatype set, input datatype set, or both,
the retriever returns tools whose stored interface
matches the requested constraint. If no single tool
satisfies the requested typed constraint, the environ-
ment returns a retrieval message indicating that no
direct one-step tool is available and that the agent
may need to search through intermediate datatypes.
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B.7 Runtime Protocol Details

Datatype Checking. The runtime enforces
datatype constraints during both tool execution and
final-answer evaluation. Before a tool is executed,
all datatypes required by the tool’s input signature
must already be present in the internal state. This
prevents the agent from calling a tool before the
necessary intermediate values have been obtained.
When the agent submits its final answer, the evalua-
tion environment also verifies whether the internal
state contains all target datatypes in );. An an-
swer is marked incorrect if the current internal state
does not contain );, even when the answer string
matches the gold value. This prevents the agent
from bypassing the tool trajectory and guessing or
copying a plausible final value without reaching
the required typed state.

Tool Availability. The agent may only call tools
that have been returned by the retriever during the
current interaction. The callable set is accumulated
across retrieval rounds, so a tool retrieved in any
previous round remains callable in later rounds.

Tool Output Resolution. For a valid call to tool
T, the environment resolves the values associated
with the output datatype set Doyt (7). During back-
end construction, we ensure that each valid tool call
determines a unique output-value tuple for Doy (7).
This uniqueness follows from non-duplicated key
fields and typed tool interfaces that correspond
to well-defined backend relations. At execution
time, if exactly one matching output-value tuple is
found, that tuple is returned. If no matching output-
value tuple is found, the runtime reports that the
requested output datatypes cannot be obtained from
the provided arguments through the called tool.

Termination. The environment finalizes a query
under the following conditions: (1) Step budget
reached: Each model response counts as one step,
including retrieval requests, tool calls, final an-
swers, and invalidly formatted actions. (2) Final
answer submitted: When the agent submits a final
answer, the runtime checks both the answer string
and the internal typed state.

B.8 Maetric Details

B.8.1 Maetrics Formulation

Let Q be the evaluated query set. For each query
i € Q,lete¢; € {0,1} indicate whether the final
answer is correct, let T; be the number of inter-
action turns, let S; and C; be the numbers of re-



trieval and tool-call turns, let NV iin" be the number of
structurally invalid tool calls, and let N™* be the
number of tool calls rejected because at least one
argument value comes from a noisy-tool response.
Let D; o denote the initial datatype set, D;*° the
set of datatypes produced by successful executed
tool calls, and D;gt the process-level ground-truth
datatype set derived from all valid paths of the task.

Task Completion Metrics. Accuracy measures
whether the agent produces the correct final answer
after following the runtime protocol. A prediction
is counted as correct only when the submitted an-
swer matches the gold answer under normalized
containment matching and the internal typed state
contains Y;. Formally, we compute

¥

i€Q

We also report execution-ground-truth precision,
denoted as EGT Precision, to measure how much
of the agent’s executed datatype trajectory overlaps
with the process-level ground truth. For each query,
it computes the fraction of successfully executed
datatypes that appear in the ground-truth datatype
set:

Dyxee N DEY|
7 7
| ngxec | )

3 |

1€Q’

EGT-Prec = (15)

\Q’I
where @' = {i € Q : |D{*°| > 0} excludes
queries with no executed datatypes.

Finally, we report the average number of interac-
tion turns:

S

1€Q

1
AvgTurns = —
0] (16)
Each model response counts as one turn, includ-
ing retrieval requests, tool calls, final answers, and
invalidly formatted actions.

Exploration Behavior Metrics. We measure
how broadly the agent explores the datatype space
using the mean explored datatype count. For each
query, the explored datatype closure D;*" is initial-
ized from the input datatypes D; o and expanded
during the interaction by successful executions and
datatype outputs implied by retrieved tools. The
per-query explored datatype count is

EDT; = DS\ D;, (17)
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and the reported mean is

MeanEDT =
19|

Z EDT;.

i€Q

(18)

We also report the search-to-call ratio, which
compares how often the agent retrieves tools
against how often it executes tools:

> ico Si
EieQ Ci

A larger value indicates more retrieval activity rela-
tive to tool execution.

S/C Ratio = (19)

Execution Quality Metrics. We use the invalid
tool-call ratio to measure how often the agent at-
tempts tool calls that violate the runtime protocol
for structural reasons. A tool call is counted as
invalid when it fails parsing or violates tool-call
constraints, such as calling an unretrieved tool, pro-
viding mismatched argument keys, or calling a tool
before its required input datatypes are available.
The metric is computed as

ZZEQ N
2ico Ci

We also report the untrusted input rejection rate,
which measures how often the agent uses a value
returned by a noisy tool as an argument to another
tool call. Such calls are rejected because noisy-tool
outputs are not treated as trusted runtime values.
The metric is computed as

ZzGQ N
>ico Ci

B.8.2 Illustrative Examples for Metrics

inv

ITCR = (20)

untr

UIRR = 21

We illustrate the seven metrics using the trajectory
in Figure 9. The example is synthetic, but follows
the same evaluation logic as our implementation.
Let the initial datatype be U and the target datatype
be S, where U denotes a user ID and .S denotes a
refund status. The gold answer is refunded. The
ground-truth path is

U—-0—R—S, (22)

where O is an order ID and R is a return request

ID. Thus, the ground-truth datatype set is
t _
Dg ={U,O,R,S}. (23)

The trajectory contains ten actions in total. There
are three retrieval turns, corresponding to steps (1),
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ITCR=1/6 =~ 16.7%
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Figure 9: Illustrative trajectory for computing the seven evaluation metrics. The query starts from U and targets .S
along the ground-truth path U — O — R — S. The agent makes one invalid call, one noisy call, and one later
untrusted-input-rejected call. This trajectory yields 100% Accuracy, 100% EGT Precision, 10 turns, 3 explored
datatypes, an S/C Ratio of 0.50, an ITCR of 16.7%, and a UIRR of 16.7%.

(3), and (4); six tool-call turns, corresponding to
steps (2), (5), (6), (7), (8), and (9); and one final-
answer turn at step (10). Among the tool calls,
step (5) is a structurally invalid call and produces
no datatype. Step (6) invokes a noisy tool and
returns an untrusted value for datatype R. Step
(7) then attempts to use that noisy return value as
an argument in a later tool call, which is rejected
and therefore counted by UIRR rather than ITCR.
The trusted successful tool calls are steps (2), (8),
and (9), which produce O, R, and S, respectively.
Finally, the agent outputs refunded.

Accuracy. Accuracy uses the grounded criterion:
the answer must match the gold answer and the
target datatype must be reached. Here, the final
answer is refunded, and S is reached. Therefore,

Acc(q) = 1. (24)
For a one-query evaluation set, this corresponds to
100% accuracy.

Executed Ground-Truth Datatype Precision.
EGT Precision measures how many executed
datatypes lie on the ground-truth path. Only trusted
successful tool outputs are added to the executed
datatype set. Thus, the noisy return from step (6) is
not counted here, while the trusted successful tool
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calls in steps (2), (8), and (9) produce

D = {0, R, S}. 25)
All of them are in Dgt. Therefore,
{O, R, S}| 3
EGTP = — — = — = 100%.
recld) = G RSH T 3 %
(26)

This shows that an agent can still encounter invalid
and noisy behavior while remaining perfectly on-
path in terms of trusted executed datatypes.

Average Turns. The trajectory contains ten
recorded turns in total: three retrieval turns, six
tool-call turns, and one final-answer turn. Thus,

Turns(g) = 10. (27)

For a one-query evaluation set, the Avg. Turns
value is 10.

Mean Explored Datatypes. EDT counts newly
discovered datatypes beyond the initial input
datatype. Across the three retrieval turns, the re-
trieved tool set makes datatypes O, R, and S reach-
able from the initial datatype U under the closure
rule used in evaluation. Therefore, the explored
datatype set is

DIPlre — (17,0, R, S} (28)



Since U is the initial datatype, the discovered
datatypes are

Dgew ={O,R,S}. (29)
Therefore,

EDT(q) = 3. (30)

This metric captures how many new datatypes be-
come reachable through retrieval, regardless of
whether all later calls succeed.

Search-to-Call Ratio. The agent performs three
retrieval turns and six tool-call turns. Both the
invalid call in step (5) and the untrusted-input-
rejected call in step (7) are still counted as call
turns. Therefore,

S/C(q) = % — 0.50.

(€20)
This ratio captures the balance between tool search
and tool execution.

Invalid Tool Call Rate. ITCR measures the frac-
tion of attempted tool calls that are invalid for
structural or protocol reasons. The agent makes
six tool-call attempts in total, and exactly one of
them, step (5), is counted by ITCR. The rejected
call in step (7) is not counted by ITCR because the
current implementation records it separately as an
untrusted-input rejection. Thus,

ITCR(q) (32)

1
G ~ 16.7%.

Untrusted Input Rejection Rate. UIRR mea-
sures the fraction of attempted tool calls that are
rejected because one or more arguments come from
untrusted inputs. Here, exactly one tool-call at-
tempt, step (7), is rejected for that reason, out of
six total call attempts. Therefore,
1
UIRR(q) = 6 ~ 16.7%. (33)
In the full evaluation, Accuracy, EGT Precision,
Avg. Turns, and Mean EDT are averaged over
queries, while S/C Ratio, ITCR, and UIRR are
computed from global totals across all evaluated
trajectories.

B.9 Blocking Details

Blocking in PlanBench-XL is implemented by re-
placing selected tools in the retrieval results. When
the agent retrieves a tool that has been selected
for blocking, the environment removes that tool
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from the returned candidate list and returns its cor-
responding additional tool instead. The agent there-
fore observes a normal retrieval result, but the tool
it would otherwise rely on has been replaced. This
behavior is determined by two components: how
the additional tools are constructed and which tools
are selected for blocking in each task. We describe
these two components below in Appendix B.9.2
and Appendix B.9.3, respectively.

B.9.1 Blocking Formalization

We formalize retrieval-time blocking as a pertur-
bation applied to the tool candidates returned by
the retriever. Let 7 denote the original tool set.
For each task instance 1, let 7;)(1212 C T be the set
of baseline tools selected for blocking. This set is
hidden from the agent.

Let B denote the set of blocking perturbation
types. For a blocked tool 7 € 7;(111{) and a pertur-
bation type b € B, the environment constructs an
additional tool

op(1) €T, (34)

where T is the set of additional tools. The func-
tion ¢, maps a blocked tool to the corresponding
replacement tool under perturbation type b.

At interaction step ¢, suppose the unperturbed
retriever returns a ranked candidate list

Lt:[Tl,...,TK]. (35)

The blocking environment transforms L; into the
observed retrieval list

K
Ly = P pi(mh), (36)
k=1
where @ denotes list concatenation and
(@)
pi (Tk) — {[gbb(Tk’)]bEBa Tk € 71)(]57 (37)
[Tk], T & Tl -

Thus, if a retrieved baseline tool is selected for
blocking, the original tool is removed from the
candidate list and replaced by its corresponding
additional tools. If a retrieved tool is not selected
for blocking, it remains unchanged.

A retrieval-time blocking event occurs at step ¢
if the original retrieval result contains at least one
selected blocked tool:

B =1[LnTi #0]. 68



The number of blocked baseline tools encountered
in the retrieval result is

N = 17

. (39)

The agent observes only Ly, rather than the original
retrieval list L; or the hidden blocked set 7;3(1112.

B.9.2 Additional Tool Construction

For each original tool 7 € T, we construct three
corresponding additional tools, one for each block-
ing perturbation. The additional tools are generated
by the same generation model used in query con-
struction, Myen, = GPT-5.2, conditioned on the
original tool name, description, input datatype set
Din(7), and output datatype set Doy (7). The goal
is to preserve the retrieval-facing form of the origi-
nal tool while modifying the behavior or function-
ality according to the blocking type.

For explicit failure and implicit failure blocks,
the additional tools are designed to be indistinguish-
able from the original tool based on their surface
information. Their names follow the same template
Get_<Output>_From_<Input>[_<Variant>]
and may differ only in the optional suffix. Their
descriptions are written in the same style as the
original description, with similar length, wording
structure, and functional meaning. Thus, from the
agent’s perspective, these tools appear to provide
the same input-output mapping as the original tool.
The difference is only revealed after execution:
the explicit failure tool returns an error, while
the implicit failure tool returns an impossible or
counterfactual value.

For semantic misleading blocks, the additional
tool also follows the same naming format and
remains semantically related to the original tool.
However, it is constructed to support a different
function. Its description explicitly states this actual
function, while keeping a style and length similar
to the original description. Therefore, unlike the
explicit and implicit failure tools, a semantic mis-
leading tool can be distinguished from the original
tool by carefully reading its description.

B.9.3 Selection of Blocked Tools

We next describe how the hidden blocked tool set
71'0(111{) is selected for each task instance ¢ in the main
block setting. This selection is performed before
the interaction starts and is hidden from the agent.
The goal is to perturb useful tools while preserv-
ing at least one feasible solution path, so that the
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task remains solvable but requires recovery through
alternative tool-use paths.

Path-Based Blocking Objective. Let II; denote
the catalog of valid solution paths for task instance
i. For each path 7 (t1,...,7x) € 1II;, let
Tools(w) = {m1,. .., Tk } denote the unordered set
of tools appearing on that path. Thus, the blocker
selects which paths to affect, without considering
the order in which those paths may be explored.

Let
Pi=J

be the set of unique tools appearing in the path
catalog. For a candidate blocked tool set C' C P;,
a path is blocked if it contains at least one tool in

C:

Tools() (40)

Blk;(C) = {7 € II; : Tools(w) N C # 0}. (41)
The number of remaining feasible paths is

n;(C) = [IL;| — [Blk;(C)]. (42)
Feasibility Constraints. The blocker is con-
strained to preserve at least one feasible solution
path. A candidate blocked tool set C' is feasible if

nz(C) 2 Nmin, (43)

Ini(C) —n*| <. (44)

Our main block setting uses a target remaining-
path count of n* = 1, a tolerance of § = 1, and
a minimum remaining-path count of ny;, = 1.
Since n;(C) is an integer, these constraints require

ni(C) € {1,2}.

Finite Candidate Enumeration. Blocked tool
candidate selection is performed over a finite enu-
merated pool rather than over all subsets of P;. Let
C; denote this finite candidate pool. The blocker
first includes the empty candidate C' = (), and then
enumerates tool combinations up to size Ky, the
maximum selected tool count. Enumeration stops
once the maximum number of candidate combina-
tions is reached. Thus, C~z defines a bounded rule-
based search space over candidate blocked tool sets.
The feasible candidate set is then

C;i={C € C;: Cisfeasible}.  (45)
In PlanBench-XL, the enumerated combinations
for all cases are within the maximum candidate
number limit.



Candidate Selection and Tie-Breaking. Among
feasible candidates, the blocker minimizes the abso-
lute deviation from the target remaining-path count:

d;(C) = |ni(C) —n*|. (46)
The best candidate pool is
C = arg min d;(C). 47

CeC;
Let 0 denote the global seed, and define the task-
specific seed as 0; = o + hash(¢). If multiple
candidates remain in C7, the final blocked tool set
is sampled by seeded tie-breaking:

Toin
This seeded tie-breaking makes the selected
blocked tool set reproducible for each task.

~ Uniform (C}; 0;) .

(48)

After
71)(12 is selected, each selected tool is instantiated
with the blocking perturbation types defined in
the retrieval-time blocking formalization. In the
main block setting, we use B = {bexp, bimp; bsem }»
where bey, denotes explicit failure, bi,, denotes
implicit failure, and bge, denotes semantic mis-

Instantiating Blocking Perturbations.

leading. For every selected tool 7 &€ 7{)(12, the
environment constructs one additional tool for each
beB:

T {Bbesp (T) P, (T)s P (T) -

During retrieval, these additional tools replace the
original selected tool according to the retrieval-time
blocking transformation defined above.

(49)

Returned-list Budget under Blocking. We use
the same per-retrieval cap A5 = 30 in the block
setting, which keeps the retrieval context size
comparable to the default setting. Suppose the
original typed match returns K executable tools,
and m = N x blk(t) of them are selected for
blocking. For each selected tool 7, the environ-
ment removes 7 and inserts the three blocking re-
placements ¢ * bexp(7), Dby (T), Pooen, (7). After
this replacement step, the returned list contains
K —m+4 3m = K + 2m primary tools. The envi-
ronment then fills the remaining slots with ordinary
noisy tools, up to the cap:

AP (K + 2m).

ret
In this benchmark, K + 2m < A{:P, so this quan-

tity is always non-negative. Thus, blocking replace-
ments are always retained, and the cap only con-
trols how many ordinary noisy distractors are ap-
pended.

(50)
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Unresolved Cases. If no feasible candidate ex-
ists, the blocker marks the task as unresolved and
creates no replacement tools. In that case,

T = 0. (5D)
and retrieval proceeds unchanged. Under the set-

ting used in our experiments, all task instances are
resolved successfully.

B.9.4 Practical Relevance and Significance of
Blocking

The blocking setting is designed to approximate
realistic failure modes in large-scale tool ecosys-
tems, where agents rarely interact with a perfectly
curated and reliable set of tools. In practical deploy-
ments, retrieved tools may be unavailable, depre-
cated, stale, misconfigured, or only superficially re-
lated to the agent’s current need. Such failures are
especially challenging in retrieval-mediated tool
use because the agent must decide not only which
tool to call, but also whether the retrieved tool is
trustworthy and whether its observation should be
incorporated into the plan. Our blocking mecha-
nism therefore evaluates an agent’s ability to detect
unreliable tool access, avoid misleading evidence,
and recover by searching for alternative solutions.

Explicit failure blocks. Explicit failure blocks
simulate tools that appear relevant at retrieval time
but fail once invoked. This situation is common in
real systems when an API endpoint is deprecated,
an external service is temporarily unavailable, au-
thentication has expired, or a backend schema has
changed. For example, in a retail workflow, an
agent may retrieve a tool that appears to check
whether an item is available at a store, but the call
returns an error because the inventory service is
unavailable. Although such failures are relatively
easy to recognize after execution, they still require
adaptive planning: the agent must avoid repeatedly
calling the failed tool, reinterpret the missing in-
formation as a planning constraint, and search for
another route to the final answer.

Implicit failure blocks. Implicit failure blocks
model a subtle class of tool failures in which the
selected tool appears appropriate according to its
description, but the returned observation is seman-
tically invalid for the task. Unlike explicit failures,
the tool does not raise an error or signal incompat-
ibility; instead, it produces an output that may be
syntactically well-formed but is either irrelevant



to the user’s request or counterfactual with respect
to basic domain knowledge. For example, a tool
invoked to retrieve an exchange rate may return
a negative value, or a weather tool may report a
temperature below absolute zero. In other cases,
the tool may return information that is structurally
valid but unrelated or unusable for the intended do-
main, despite the tool description suggesting that it
should be helpful. This setting tests whether agents
can recognize that a tool observation is not reli-
able merely because it comes from a seemingly
relevant tool, and whether they can reject outputs
that are unhelpful, nonsensical, or inconsistent with
commonsense constraints rather than incorporating
them into subsequent reasoning.

Semantic misleading blocks. Semantic mislead-
ing blocks represent retrieval noise in which the
returned tool is semantically close to the desired
tool but supports a different function. This reflects
a common problem in large tool repositories: many
tools share similar names, overlapping descriptions,
or related domain vocabulary, yet differ in their pre-
cise semantics. For example, an agent searching
for a tool to obtain the estimated delivery date of
an order may instead retrieve a tool for estimat-
ing the pickup date of an in-store return. Unlike
explicit and implicit failure blocks, semantic mis-
leading blocks can often be detected before exe-
cution through careful inspection of the tool de-
scription and input-output schema. However, they
still increase the difficulty of tool selection, par-
ticularly under long-horizon planning, where the
agent must keep track of many intermediate sub-
goals and avoid following superficially relevant but
functionally incorrect tools.

Together, these three blocking types cover com-
plementary sources of unreliability. Explicit fail-
ures test recovery from visible tool unavailability;
implicit failures test robustness to silent misinfor-
mation; and semantic misleading blocks test fine-
grained tool understanding under retrieval noise.
By evaluating agents under all three conditions,
PlanBench-XL measures not only whether an agent
can solve a task when the correct tools are available,
but also whether it can maintain reliable planning
behavior when the tool ecosystem itself becomes
partially unreliable.
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Figure 10: Accuracy (%) of DeepSeek-V4-Flash and
Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct across different seeds. Results

demonstrate low variations with different seeds, with
variations not exceeding 3% across seeds.
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C Additional Experiment Results

C.1 Evaluation Robustness

Theoretical Bounds. To quantify statistical un-
certainty in the default-setting results, we esti-
mate 95% confidence intervals by non-parametric
bootstrap (Justus et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2025b;
Wang et al., 2025c¢,b; Zong et al., 2025) resampling
10,000 times over the evaluated queries. As shown
in Table 5, the resulting intervals are generally nar-
row across models. Averaged over the evaluated
models, the radius is 2.94 percentage points for
Accuracy, 3.70 percentage points for EGT Prec.,
2.10 turns for Avg. Turns, 0.77 datatypes for Mean
EDT, 0.26 for S/C Ratio, 2.10 percentage points
for ITCR, and 1.04 percentage points for UIRR.
These intervals are small relative to many of the
performance gaps in Table 3, suggesting that the
main trends are unlikely to be artifacts of test-set
sampling noise.

Empirical Results. To further empirically ex-
amine robustness to seed variation, we reran the
blocked evaluation of DeepSeek-V4-Flash and
Llama3.3-70B-Instruct with seeds 1000, 2000, and
3000 while keeping the model and all other config-
uration choices fixed. As shown in Figure 10, the
results are highly consistent across seeds. These
small fluctuations suggest that the block setting
conclusions for this model are not sensitive to the
particular seeded choice of blocker configuration.

C.2 Retriever Robustness

To verify that the main benchmark results are not
primarily limited by retriever coverage, we con-
struct a single-step tool retrieval evaluation. For
each released executable tool 7, we create a one-
step task whose initial datatype set is D;,(7) and
whose target datatype set is Doyt (7). The task



Radius Radius

Radius

Radius Radius Radius Radius

Models (Accuracy) ) (EGT Prec.) )  (Avg. Turns) (Mean EDT) (S/C Ratio) (ITCR) %) (UIRR) (%)
Qwen3-SB 0.00 3.93 3.55 0.75 0.05 158 0.11
Owen3-14B 1.07 381 3.50 0.61 0.01 0.86 0.67
Owen3-32B 1.68 3.12 071 0.69 0.18 2.03 2.18
Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct 0.00 542 2.36 0.80 0.26 402 1.87
Liama-3.3-70B-Instruct 428 3.58 158 0.75 0.22 3.03 111
DeepSeck-VA-Flash 5.23 3.20 2.64 0.95 0.23 175 120
Gemini-3.1-Pro 4.59 2.27 1.01 0.78 0.11 0.56 0.31
Gemini-3.5-Flash 531 2.90 426 0.82 126 135 0.00
GPT-5.4-Mini 1.84 535 0.60 0.87 0.11 429 1.98
GPT-5.4 5.38 3.39 0.74 0.69 0.18 1.55 0.95
Average 2,94 3.70 2.10 077 0.26 3.10 T.04

Table 5: 95% Confidence Intervals for all metrics. We employ non-parametric bootstrap (Justus et al., 2024)
resampling with 10,000 iterations over the evaluated queries (/N = 327) to estimate statistical uncertainty. The
reported Radius values denote the half-width of the 95% confidence interval (i.e., the 4= value) for Accuracy,
Executed Ground-Truth Datatype Precision (EGT Prec.), Average Turns (Avg. Turns), Mean Explored Datatype
(Mean EDT), Search-to-Call Ratio (S/C Ratio), invalid Tool Call Rate (ITCR), and Untrusted Input Rejection Rate

(UIRR).

therefore has a valid solution consisting of exactly
one tool call after the correct tool is retrieved. We
instantiate these tasks using the same query con-
struction pipeline as the main benchmark. Concrete
input values are sampled from the backend, the re-
sulting instance is checked to be executable, and
Myen verbalizes the structured task into a natural-
language query. The gold answer is obtained by
executing the corresponding tool on the instantiated
input values.

We run this evaluation on Qwen3-8B, a relatively
weak model in the main benchmark. This setting
provides a conservative sanity check because the
same model performs poorly on full multi-step
tasks but can still be tested on whether it can iden-
tify and invoke the correct tool in a one-step setting.
The ideal trajectory for each single-step query con-
tains three turns, corresponding to one retrieval
request, one tool call, and one final answer. As
in the main benchmark, retrieval does not return
only the executable tool. For a single-step task
constructed from 7, the returned candidate list may
also include noisy variants paired with 7, denoted
as N (7). Thus, the model must select the exe-
cutable tool from a mixed set of relevant-looking
candidates.

As shown in Table 6, Qwen3-8B achieves
85.95% accuracy over 185 single-step queries, with
the ground-truth tool included in 92.43% of the re-
turned retrieval lists. Its average number of turns is
3.18, and its search-to-call ratio is 0.95, both close
to the ideal single-step trajectory of one retrieval
request, one tool call, and one final answer. The
invalid tool-call rate is 0.00%. These results indi-
cate that the retriever and runtime protocol provide
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Metric Owen3-8B
Accuracy (%) 85.95
GT Tool Retrieved (%) 92.43
Avg. Turns 3.18
S/C Ratio 0.95
ITCR (%) 0.00
EGT Prec. (%) 96.45

Table 6: Single-step tool retrieval evaluation on Qwen3-
8B. Each query is constructed from one tool by using its
input datatypes as the initial information and its output
datatype as the target. The ideal trajectory contains
three turns, corresponding to retrieval, tool call, and
final answer.

reliable access to the correct tools in single-step
settings. Thus, the much lower performance of
the same model on the full benchmark is better ex-
plained by multi-step planning, state tracking, and
execution decisions than by failures of the retriever.

D Case Study
D.1 Error Case Study

We present representative raw trajectories for the
mechanisms analyzed in Appendix 6. Figure 11
shows [Irrecoverable Drift: the model obtains
useful intermediate evidence, then takes a non-
progress step and turns an off-path tool value into
the final answer. Figure 12 shows a drifted tra-
jectory that ends through Search Exhaustion: af-
ter partial progress, the model continues retriev-
ing and calling tools but never grounds the target
answer. Figure 14 shows Format Error, where re-
peated invalid tool calls terminate the run before
the agent can stabilize on a valid solution path.
Figure 13 shows how a blocked alternative can
contaminate the trajectory when a silent failure



returns a plausible target-typed value. Together,
these cases show the same separation used in the
error analysis: where the trajectory breaks, how
corrupted tool outputs affect later decisions, and
how the model terminates after the trajectory is no
longer grounded.

D.2 Data Case Study

To make the tool-use path structure concrete, we
provide one representative retail task and several
tool definitions from an available solution path.
Figure 19 shows the natural-language query and
one valid path for retail_task_0001. Figure 20
shows representative tool definitions from the same
task family. The agent-visible schema consists of
the function name, description, parameters, and
strictness constraints; datatype annotations such
as input datatype and output datatype are internal
benchmark metadata used for retrieval, dependency
validation, progress-call annotation, and evalua-
tion. This distinction is important for the error
analysis: models must infer useful tool transitions
from natural-language tool schemas, while our di-
agnostics measure progress against feasible solu-
tion paths.

These examples also show why the benchmark
is not a single-hop lookup task. The representa-
tive path begins from a fulfillment-side clue, moves
through order and return records, and then enters
the payment subflow before reaching the requested
account field. A failure can therefore occur before
the model obtains useful evidence, after it drifts
away from a valid solution path, or after a corrupted
executable-looking output is treated as grounded
evidence. The data case study grounds the aggre-
gate results by showing the structure that makes
progress, drift, recovery, blocked-branch contami-
nation, and format error measurable.

E Justifications and Design Choices

Retriever. PlanBench-XL uses a simplified re-
triever to expose the tool space through controlled
natural-language queries. This design abstracts
away some complexity of real-world retrieval sys-
tems, since the underlying matching is grounded in
the predefined datatype structure rather than noisy
documentation, imperfect ranking, or dynamically
changing tool catalogs. As a result, tool retrieval
in PlanBench-XL can be easier and more stable
than in deployed tool ecosystems. However, this
simplification is intentional. Our goal is not to

33

benchmark retrieval systems themselves, but to iso-
late agents’ ability to explore, plan, and recover
under partial tool observability. By grounding re-
trieval in datatypes, we can systematically control
which tools are discoverable, which paths remain
feasible, and how blocking events affect the solu-
tion space. This enables reproducible evaluation,
fair model comparison, and fine-grained analysis
of exploration and re-planning failures, while leav-
ing more realistic retriever noise as an important
direction for future extensions.

Task Complexity and Diversity. PlanBench-XL
is designed to contain queries that are both com-
plex and diverse. The complexity of each query
is controlled by the underlying state graph rather
than by surface-level linguistic difficulty. We only
retain tasks whose shortest valid solution requires
at least five distinct tool calls, ensuring that each
query requires non-trivial multi-step reasoning and
cannot be solved by a single direct lookup. Em-
pirically, these tasks also require long interactions
in the easiest default setting, with agents taking
around 25 turns on average in the easiest setting,
which further shows that the benchmark evaluates
long-horizon planning rather than isolated tool in-
vocation. The diversity of PlanBench-XL comes
from its datatype-grounded construction process.
Instead of manually writing queries or relying on
paraphrase variation, we first define a broad set of
domain-specific datatypes that represent distinct
kinds of retail information. Tools are then gener-
ated by pairing different input and output datatype
sets. As aresult, each query is grounded in a differ-
ent transformation path over these datatypes. This
makes the query distribution diverse at the semantic
and structural levels.

F Discussion

F.1 Beyond Simple Search Problem

The enforced-exploration results presented in Sec-
tion 6 raise a natural question: whether the block
setting can be reduced to a simple search problem,
and whether the performance drop can be resolved
by allocating more test-time interaction. We ar-
gue that this is not the case. The main difficulty
does not only come from insufficient search over
an explicit state space. Instead, agents must in-
fer latent intermediate goals, translate them into
natural-language retrieval requests, interpret im-
perfect tool feedback, and revise their plans under
partial observability.



Not a rule-based graph search problem. Al-
though our benchmark construction relies on an
underlying typed state graph (introduced in Ap-
pendix B.4), this graph is not exposed to the agent
during evaluation. The graph is defined over in-
ternal datatypes, which are used to construct tools,
compute valid solution paths, and verify whether
the target information has been reached. However,
the agent never observes these datatypes or the
graph structure. It can only interact with the en-
vironment by issuing natural-language retrieval
requests and interpreting the returned tool descrip-
tions. The environment then maps these requests
to the internal datatype space. Therefore, a rule-
based graph search algorithm could solve the task
only in an oracle setting where the typed graph
is directly available. This differs from the actual
evaluation setting, where the agent must recover
useful tool paths from partial and natural-language
observations.

Not solved by additional test-time exploration.
We further examine whether the block-setting
degradation is mainly caused by a limited inter-
action budget. Inspired by test-time scaling meth-
ods that force models to continue reasoning before
termination (Muennighoff et al., 2025), we design
an enforced-exploration analysis for our multi-turn
setting. Specifically, whenever an agent attempts
to terminate with an incorrect answer, we insert an
additional user message asking it to keep exploring
the tool space and environment. This intervention
can be triggered multiple times within the same
trajectory, up to the enforced budget used in the
experiment. It is used only for analysis, not as a de-
ployable method, because it relies on ground-truth
evaluation to determine whether the attempted final
answer is incorrect. The results show that addi-
tional interaction alone brings only limited gains.
Even with repeated continuation prompts, most
models improve by less than 5 percentage points
and remain far below their no-block accuracy. This
suggests that the main bottleneck is not simply
the number of available interaction steps, but the
agent’s ability to diagnose failed or misleading tool
paths, abandon an invalid plan,and construct a new
recovery plan. Thus, retrieval-time blocking evalu-
ates adaptive re-planning under partial observabil-
ity, rather than simple search over a known state
space.

34

F.2 Evaluation Fairness

To ensure fair comparison across models,
PlanBench-XL applies the same blocking configu-
ration to every model within each blocking setting.
Specifically, for a given evaluation setting, the set
of tools selected for blocking is pre-computed for
every task instance and then kept fixed across all
evaluated models. Thus, all models are evaluated
on the same benchmark database, with the same
blocked tools, the same replacement tools, and the
same perturbation type under each setting.

This design ensures that the induced changes
to the solution space are identical across models.
Since the blocked tools are the same for every
model, the solution paths removed by blocking
are also the same. Conversely, the remaining feasi-
ble paths available after blocking are shared across
models as well. Therefore, any performance dif-
ferences observed under a blocking setting can
be attributed to the models’ ability to detect fail-
ures, avoid misleading tools, and adaptively recover
through the remaining valid paths, rather than to
differences in the blocking conditions they face.

F.3 Future Work

Diversity-aware tool exploration. To address
the insufficient-exploration problem that our bench-
mark pinpoints, future agents could be trained to
retrieve tools with explicit diversity objectives. In-
stead of repeatedly searching around the same local
tool neighborhood, the agent should generate com-
plementary retrieval queries under different views:
forward from currently known evidence, backward
from the desired target, and bridge queries that con-
nect known and missing information. This direc-
tion is closely related to prior work on tool retrieval
and large-scale API selection, which improves tool
discovery through better retrieval, generation, or
iterative feedback (Patil et al., 2023; Shi et al.,
2025; Xu et al., 2024b; Wang et al., 2025a). In
PlanBench-XL., such methods could be optimized
using exploration-oriented signals, such as increas-
ing the breadth of useful explored datatypes while
avoiding redundant searches.

Failure-aware tool verification. To mitigate the
silent-failure problem highlighted by our blocking
analysis, agents need mechanisms for validating
whether a tool response is trustworthy before incor-
porating it into later steps. A concrete method is
to add a verification phase after each suspicious
tool call: the agent checks whether the output



has a valid type, whether it is semantically plausi-
ble, whether it contradicts previous evidence, and
whether an independent alternative tool can confirm
it. This direction connects to prior work on imper-
fect, opaque, or evolving tools, where agents must
learn tool behavior through interaction or adapt
to changing APIs (Hallinan et al., 2026; Lu et al.,
2025; Acikgoz et al., 2026). In PlanBench-XL,
this method is especially useful for implicit failure
blocks, where the tool does not return an explicit
error but instead produces a counterfactual value
that can mislead later planning.

Backtracking-based recovery planning. To ad-
dress the brittle re-planning problem exposed when
direct paths are blocked, agents could be equipped
with explicit backtracking and recovery policies.
When a tool fails, returns an implausible result,
or becomes inconsistent with the current plan, the
agent should mark the corresponding path as un-
reliable, roll back to the most recent valid state,
and search for an alternative path from either the
current evidence or the final target. This is re-
lated to search-based and hierarchical planning
methods, which decompose long-horizon tasks into
smaller decision points and revise plans when exe-
cution diverges from expectation (Du et al., 2024;
Verma and Bharadwaj, 2025; Koh et al., 2026b).
In PlanBench-XL, such a method would directly
target the longest-path setting, where agents must
recover through less direct chains of intermediate
tools rather than simply extending the same failed
trajectory.

Training with blocker-aware trajectories. To
improve robustness under unreliable tool access,
agents can be trained on trajectories that explic-
itly contain retrieval misses, explicit errors, im-
plicit errors, and semantic distractions. Rather than
only learning successful tool-call demonstrations,
the model should learn recovery behaviors: rec-
ognizing a blocked path, avoiding repeated calls
to failed tools, discarding suspicious observations,
and searching for alternative tools. Reinforcement
learning is a natural fit here, since PlanBench-XL
provides executable feedback and can define re-
wards for final accuracy, relevant execution, low
invalid-call rate, and successful recovery after
blockers. This is aligned with recent work show-
ing that tool-use agents can be improved through
interaction-based learning and reward-driven tool
use (Schick et al., 2023; Qian et al., 2026a). Com-
pared with simple test-time scaling, blocker-aware
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training directly teaches the missing adaptive be-
havior rather than merely giving the model more
turns.

F.4 Significance and Generalization

On the Significance of PlanBench-XL.
PlanBench-XL introduces two key novelties
for evaluating real-world tool-using agents.
First, it explicitly evaluates agents’ ability to
explore implicit sub-goals in large-scale tool
ecosystems. Unlike settings where the required
tools or intermediate steps are given in advance,
PlanBench-XL requires agents to infer what
information is missing, retrieve relevant tools, and
construct a valid multi-step solution path. This
capability is increasingly important in practical
agent scenarios, where external capabilities such
as online skills, plugins, and MCP servers are
often only partially visible and must be discovered
through retrieval before they can be used.

A central contribution of PlanBench-XL is that
it does not measure this ability only through final
accuracy. Instead, it provides dedicated metrics for
both exploration and exploitation. Exploration-
oriented metrics capture the breadth and diversity
of intermediate information uncovered by the agent,
while exploitation-oriented metrics assess whether
the agent can use the discovered tools along task-
relevant paths. These metrics help disentangle
which capabilities are associated with final task
success, revealing whether strong performance de-
pends more on discovering intermediate informa-
tion, efficiently navigating the tool space, or accu-
rately executing over the explored tools.

Second, PlanBench-XL introduces blocking
mechanism to evaluate whether agents can adapt
when originally useful tools become unavailable or
unreliable. This reflects realistic large-scale tool
environments: an online skill may be removed,
an API may return an error, an MCP server may
expose a misleadingly similar tool, or a retrieved
capability may silently produce an unreliable result.
In such cases, a robust agent should not simply fol-
low the first plausible path it finds; it should detect
the disruption, revise its plan, and recover through
alternative tool-use paths.

Together, implicit sub-goal exploration and dy-
namic blocking make PlanBench-XL a broadly
applicable benchmark for studying adaptive plan-
ning in large, partially observable tool ecosystems.
These two components capture challenges that are
central to future agent deployments, where success



depends not only on calling tools correctly, but also
on discovering useful capabilities, exploiting them
coherently, and recovering when the environment
changes.

On the Generalization of PlanBench-XL. Al-
though PlanBench-XL is instantiated in the retail
domain, its core design is domain-general. The
benchmark can be adapted to other domains by re-
placing the domain-specific datatypes, tool library,
and backend database while preserving the same
exploration protocol and dynamic blocking mecha-
nism.

In particular, the exploration setting applies to
any task where a user provides initial information
and specifies a desired outcome, but leaves the inter-
mediate sub-goals and tool-use path implicit. This
input-to-output structure appears in many multi-
step tool-use domains, including travel planning,
enterprise workflow automation, customer support,
healthcare administration, finance, and software
engineering. In such settings, agents must deter-
mine which intermediate information is needed and
which tools can produce it, making implicit sub-
goal exploration a domain-general challenge rather
than a retail-specific one.

The blocking mechanism is also broadly appli-
cable. Across tool-use environments, relevant tools
may become unavailable, return errors, expose
outdated information, or be replaced by superfi-
cially similar but functionally different alternatives.
Therefore, the ability to detect disrupted tool-use
paths and recover through alternative paths is not
specific to retail, but is a general requirement for
robust multi-turn tool-use planning. For these rea-
sons, PlanBench-XL provides a general framework
for studying exploration, exploitation, and adaptive
re-planning in large-scale tool ecosystems, and its
findings are expected to be informative for a broad
range of multi-step tool-use settings.

G Human Annotation

To validate the quality of the constructed tool li-
brary and datatype inventory, we conducted a hu-
man annotation study with five annotators, all of
whom had relevant research experience. Each anno-
tator evaluated 10 tools and 5 datatypes, resulting
in 50 annotated tools and 25 annotated datatypes
in total. Following the standard Likert-scale con-
vention (Likert, 1932), annotators rated each item
from 1 to 5 based on its reasonableness and realism
(screenshots provided in Figure 23 and 24). The an-
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notated tools received an average score of 4.32, and
the annotated datatypes received an average score
of 4.56. These results indicate that both the gen-
erated tools and datatypes are of high quality and
align well with realistic retail-domain scenarios.



Error Case: Irrecoverable Drift with Wrong Tool Value

[Model / setting]
DeepSeek-V4-Flash, Default

[Raw query]

Finance is reconciling a commerce-side transaction and one linked payment field is still
missing.

The only commerce-side clue still visible in the case notes is the delivery attempt ¢
dla_15001°¢.

They want the processor-side value that corresponds to the same case.

Can you identify and return the corresponding payment method ID?

[Observed trajectory excerpt]
3. Get_Outbound_Shipment_ID_From_Attempt_Record_ID_V2("dla_15001")
-> shipment_id = "shp_14001"

5. Get_Placed_Order_ID_From_Shipment_Reference_Quick("shp_14001")
-> order_id = "ord_7001"

6. retrieve_tools(by_io_info = {"output”: "payment method id"”, "input": ["order"]3})
-> tool_count = @

11. Get_Order_Draft_From_Live_Order_ID_Instant("ord_7001")
-> order_draft_id = "odrft_4001"

15. Get_Default_Method_ID_From_Order_Draft_Reference_Turbo("odrft_4001")
-> default_payment_method_id = "pm_9001"

16. final_answer
-> pm_9001

[Expected vs. observed]

expected_answer = "pm_9001"

target_datatype = "payment_method_id"
observed_datatype = "default_payment_method_id"
target_datatype_reached = false

failure_reason_detail = "target_datatype_not_reached”

Figure 11: A representative default-setting failure of Irrecoverable Drift with a wrong tool-value ending. The model
obtains useful intermediate evidence, then follows a non-progress branch to default_payment_method_id and returns

that off-path value instead of grounding the requested payment_method_id.
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Error Case: Irrecoverable Drift with Search Exhaustion

[Model / setting]
Gemini-3.5-Flash, Default

[Raw query]

The accounting team is closing out a retail payment trail and needs one linked field from
the same case. The only commerce-side clue still visible in the case notes is the
delivery attempt ‘dla_15001°¢. The missing payment detail is blocking the audit trail

for this purchase. Can you identify and return the corresponding authorization code?

[Observed trajectory excerpt]
1. retrieve_tools(by_inputs = ["delivery attempt"])
-> tool_count = 30

2. Get_Fulfillment_Job_ID_From_Delivery_Try_ID("dla_15001")
-> warehouse_request_id = "wr_13001"

4. Get_Live_Order_ID_From_Warehouse_Request_Max("wr_13001")
-> order_id = "ord_7001"

6. retrieve_tools(by_io_info = {"output”: "authorization code”, "input”: ["order"1})
-> tool_count = @

80. retrieve_tools(by_inputs = ["payment intent"])
-> tool_count = 30

98. retrieve_tools(by_inputs = ["order”, "invoice"])
-> tool_count = @

99. retrieve_tools(by_inputs = ["order”, "receipt"])
-> tool_count = @

100. retrieve_tools(by_inputs = ["order”, "billing"])
-> tool_count = @

[Terminal outcome]
final_answer = null
failure_reason_detail = "exceeded_max_steps”

[Expected vs. observed]
expected_answer = "AUTH-AX91"
target_datatype = "auth_code"”
target_datatype_reached = false

Figure 12: A representative default-setting failure where partial progress turns into drift and then Search Exhaustion.
The model obtains useful early datatypes, but then spends almost the entire remaining budget on retrieval without
grounding auth_code.
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Error Case: Silent Failure Output Accepted

[Model / setting]
Gemini-3.5-Flash, Blocker

[Raw query]

A payments analyst is tracing the downstream charge record for a retail purchase.
The only concrete reference left in the ticket is the order ID ‘ord_7001°.

The missing payment detail is blocking the audit trail for this purchase.

Can you identify and return the corresponding funding account reference?

[Observed trajectory excerpt]

20. Get_Return_Request_From_Order_Enterprise(”ord_7001")
-> return_request_id = "rrq_16001"

22. Get_Finance_Refund_ID_From_Review_Ticket_ID_Nano("raud_17001")
-> refund_id = "ref_18001"

24. Get_Auth_ID_From_Payment_Record_ID_Core("pay_12001")
-> auth_id = "auth_11001"

26. Get_Payment_Intent_From_Auth_Reference_Quick("auth_11001")
-> payment_intent_id = "-2147483648"
-> tool_type = "blocker_misleading”

27. Get_Checkout_Intent_ID_From_Charge_ID("pay_12001")
-> payment_intent_id = "pi_10001"

29. Get_Account_From_Payment_Intent_V3_Preview("pi_10001")
-> output_datatype = "account_number"”
-> output_value = "acct_tok_5212"
-> tool_type = "noisy_misleading”

30. final_answer
-> acct_tok_5212

[Expected vs. observed]

expected_answer = "acct_tok_4242"
target_datatype_reached = false
failure_reason_detail = "target_datatype_not_reached”

Figure 13: A representative blocked-setting failure in which a corrupted executable-looking output is treated as
grounded evidence. The model recovers a valid payment_intent_id, but then accepts a noisy account-number value

and returns it as the final answer.
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Error Case: Format Error

[Model / setting]
GPT-5.4, Default

[Raw query]

The accounting team is closing out a retail payment trail and needs one linked field from
the same case. The only commerce-side clue still visible in the case notes is the draft
item ‘odritm_5001°¢. They need the finance-side answer before the reconciliation ticket
can be closed. Can you identify and return the corresponding payment method type?

[Observed trajectory excerpt]
5. Get_Order_Item_Reference_From_Cart_Item_Reference_Fast("odritm_5001")
-> order_item_id = "orditm_8001"

8. Get_Order_Reference_From_Placed_Order_Item_ID_Enterprise(”orditm_8001")
-> order_id = "ord_7001"

15. Get_Quote_Record_ID_From_Order_Reference_Fast("ord_7001")
-> pricing_snapshot_id = "psnap_6001"

19. Get_Account_ID_From_Draft_Line_ID("odritm_5001")
-> user_id = "usr_1001"

21. Get_Saved_Method_ID_From_User_Record_ID_Max("usr_1001")
-> default_payment_method_id = "pm_9001"

22. Get_Payment_Type_From_Payment_Method_Reference(”"pm_9001")
-> rejected: missing required datatype ["payment_method_id"]

24. Get_Payment_Type_From_Payment_Method_Reference("pm_9001")
-> rejected: missing required datatype ["payment_method_id"]

25. Get_Account_ID_From_Saved_Payment_Method_ID("pm_9001")
-> rejected: missing required datatype ["payment_method_id"]

[Terminal outcome]
final_answer = null
failure_reason_detail = "exceeded_max_tool_call_errors”

[Expected vs. observed]
expected_answer = "credit_card”
target_datatype_reached = false

Figure 14: A representative Format Error. The model makes partial progress, but then repeatedly calls tools with
values whose held datatype does not satisfy the required input datatype, producing invalid tool calls until the run

terminates.
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Error Case: Premature Answering

[Model / setting]
Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct, Default

[Raw query]

Finance is reconciling a commerce-side transaction and one linked payment field is still
missing.

The only commerce-side clue still visible in the case notes is the delivery attempt
‘dla_15001°.

They need the finance-side answer before the reconciliation ticket can be closed.

What authorization status is recorded for that case right now?

[Observed trajectory excerpt]
1. Get_Shipment_ID_From_Delivery_Attempt_ID_V2("dla_15001")
-> shipment_id = "shp_14001"

2. Get_Order_ID_From_Shipment_ID_Quick("shp_14001")
-> order_id = "ord_7001"

3. Get_Order_Status_From_Order_ID_Nano("ord_7001")

-> order_status = "refunded”

4. retrieve_tools(by_inputs = ["order_id", "order_status”])
-> tool_count = @
-> retriever_note = "No 2-input baseline tool exists ..."

5. final_answer
-> {"answer"”: "refunded"}

[Expected vs. observed]

expected_answer = "approved”
target_datatype_reached = false
failure_reason_detail = "target_datatype_not_reached”
. Y,

Figure 15: A representative default-setting failure of Premature Answering. The model follows a valid prefix of
the path, but after observing order_status = refunded, it answers with a semantically adjacent status instead of
continuing toward auth_status.
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Error Case: Unresolved Execution

[Model / setting]
DeepSeek-V4-Flash, Default

[Raw query]

A payments analyst is tracing the downstream charge record for a retail purchase.
The team can confirm the order draft ‘odrft_4001°¢, and the same case also points to
the purchased variant ‘var_3001°‘. They want the processor-side value that
corresponds to the same case. Please trace the linked records and return the
payment intent ID.

[Observed trajectory excerpt]
4. retrieve_tools(by_inputs = ["order_draft_id"”, "variant_id"])
-> tool_count =1

7. Get_Order_Draft_Item_ID_From_Order_Draft_ID_And_Variant_ID("odrft_4001", "var_3001")
-> order_draft_item_id = "odritm_5001"

9. Get_Order_Item_ID_From_Order_Draft_Item_ID_Fast("odritm_5001")
-> order_item_id = "orditm_8001"

10. Get_Order_ID_From_Order_Item_ID_Enterprise("”orditm_8001")
-> order_id = "ord_7001"

24. Get_Pricing_Snapshot_ID_From_Order_ID_Fast("ord_7001")
-> pricing_snapshot_id = "psnap_6001"

25. retrieve_tools(by_inputs = ["payment_intent_id"])
-> tool_count = 10

28. Get_Return_Request_ID_From_Order_ID_Enterprise(”ord_7001")
-> return_request_id = "rrq_16001"

29. Get_Return_Audit_ID_From_Return_Request_ID_Edge("rrq_16001")
-> return_audit_id = "raud_17001"

30. Get_Refund_ID_From_Return_Audit_ID_Nano("raud_17001")
-> refund_id = "ref_18001"

[Terminal outcome]
final_answer = null
failure_reason_detail = "exceeded_max_steps”

[Expected vs. observed]
expected_answer = "pi_10001"
target_datatype = "payment_intent_id"
target_datatype_reached = false

Figure 16: A representative default-setting failure of Unresolved Execution. The model follows a correct early
prefix of the path and continues executing valid actions, but it spends too much of the budget on additional retrieval

and never commits to a final answer.
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Error Case: Noisy Response Adoption

[Model / setting]
GPT-5.4, Blocked

[Raw query]

The accounting team is closing out a retail payment trail and needs one linked field from
the same case. The only concrete reference left in the ticket is the delivery attempt
‘dla_15001°¢. They need the finance-side answer before the reconciliation ticket can be
closed. What is the exact funding account reference associated with that purchase?

[Observed trajectory excerpt]

26. Get_Auth_ID_From_Refund_ID_Prime("ref_18001")
-> auth_id = "auth_11001"

27. Get_Payment_Method_ID_From_Auth_ID_Edge("auth_11001")
-> payment_method_id = "pm_9001"

28. Get_Account_Number_From_Payment_Method_ID("pm_9001")
-> output_value = "error: endpoint temporarily unavailable.”

29. Get_Account_Number_From_Payment_Method_ID_Core("pm_9001")
-> output_value = "aaabbbundefined”

30. final_answer
-> aaabbbundefined

[Expected vs. observed]

expected_answer = "acct_tok_4242"
target_datatype_reached = true
failure_reason_detail = "final_answer_wrong"

Figure 17: A representative blocked failure of Noisy Response Adoption. The model does reach the target datatype

account_number, but then accepts a corrupted target-typed value and returns it as the final answer.
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Error Case: Format Error

[Model / setting]
Qwen3-32B, Blocked

[Raw query]

The accounting team is closing out a retail payment trail and needs one linked field from
the same case. The only concrete reference left in the ticket is the delivery attempt
‘dla_15001°¢. They need the finance-side answer before the reconciliation ticket can be
closed. What is the exact funding account reference associated with that purchase?

[Observed trajectory excerpt]
1. Get_Shipment_ID_From_Delivery_Attempt_ID("dla_15001")
-> shipment_id = "error”

4. Get_Warehouse_Request_ID_From_Delivery_Attempt_ID("dla_15001")
-> warehouse_request_id = "wr_13001"

6. Get_Order_ID_From_Warehouse_Request_ID_Max("wr_13001")
-> order_id = "ord_7001"

12. Get_Default_Payment_Method_ID_From_User_ID_Max("usr_1001")
-> default_payment_method_id = "pm_9001"

15. Get_Account_Number_From_Payment_Method_ID("pm_9001")
-> rejected: missing required datatype ["payment_method_id"]

18. Get_Default_Payment_Method_ID_From_Payment_Method_ID_Prime("pm_9001")
-> rejected: missing required datatype ["payment_method_id"]

19. Get_Account_Number_From_Payment_Method_ID("pm_9001")
-> rejected again: missing required datatype ["payment_method_id"]

[Terminal outcome]
final_answer = null
failure_reason_detail = "exceeded_max_tool_call_errors”

Figure 18: A representative blocked failure of Format Error. The model makes local progress, but then repeatedly
treats default_payment_method_id as if it were payment_method_id, causing an invalid-call loop and eventual

termination without a grounded answer.
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Data Case: Representative Query and Task Profile

[Natural-language query]

The accounting team is closing out a retail payment trail and needs one linked field from
the same case. The only concrete reference left in the ticket is the delivery attempt
‘dla_15001¢. They need the finance-side answer before the reconciliation ticket can be
closed. What is the exact funding account reference associated with that purchase?

[Underlying task record: retail_task_0001]
{

"input_datatypes”: ["delivery_attempt_id"],

"num_inputs": 1,

"target_datatype”: "account_number”,

"steps”: 8,

"one_available_path”: [
"get_outbound_shipment_id_from_attempt_record_id_v2",
"get_placed_order_id_from_shipment_reference_quick”,
"get_return_request_from_order_enterprise”,
"get_internal_return_review_id_from_return_ticket_id_edge”,
"get_finance_refund_id_from_review_ticket_id_nano”,
"get_auth_id_from_finance_refund_id_prime",
"get_payment_setup_id_from_authorization_record_id_core"”,
"get_account_from_payment_intent_v3"

Figure 19: A representative retail query and its task profile. The same task is expressed both as a natural-language
user query (shown to agents) and as a typed planning problem with explicit input datatypes, target datatype, and one
available solution path (used only for benchmark construction and evaluation).
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Data Case: Representative Tool Definitions

[Tool 1]
### agent_visible
{
"type": "function”,
"name”: "get_outbound_shipment_id_from_attempt_record_id_v2",
"description”: "Given ‘delivery attempt id‘, this returns the shipment that this

specific delivery attempt belongs to. Use it when you need the broader parcel context
behind one attempt event."”,
"parameters”: {
"type": "object”,
"properties”: {
"delivery_attempt_id": {
"type": "string",
"description”: "Unique ID of a specific delivery attempt for a shipment. One
shipment can have multiple delivery attempts, so this is narrower than shipment_id."
}
Do
"required”: ["delivery_attempt_id"],
"additionalProperties”: false

}?
"strict”: true
3
### internal_metadata
{
"input_datatypes”: ["delivery_attempt_id"],
"output_datatype”: "shipment_id"
3
[Tool 2]
### agent_visible
{
"type": "function”,
"name”: "get_return_request_from_order_enterprise”,
"description”: "Given ‘completed order record id‘, this returns the customer-facing

return request created for that order, if one exists. Use it when you need to move from
the purchase record into the return workflow.",
"parameters”: {
"type": "object"”,
"properties”: {
"completed_order_record_id": {
"type": "string",
"description”: "Unique ID of the final placed order. Unlike order_draft_id, this
refers to the real order after checkout.”
}
}’
"required”: ["completed_order_record_id"],
"additionalProperties”: false
}?
"strict”: true

}

### internal_metadata

{
"input_datatypes”: ["order_id"],
"output_datatype”: "return_request_id"

3

[Tool 3]
#i## agent_visible
{
"type": "function”,
"name”: "get_account_from_payment_intent_v3",
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"description”: "Given ‘payment initiation id‘, this returns the recognizable account
or card number tied to that payment attempt, usually in masked form. Use it when you need
a human-readable identifier for the instrument that was used.”,
"parameters”: {

"type": "object”,

"properties”: {

"payment_initiation_id": {
"type": "string”,

"description”: "Unique ID of the payment intent for an order. This represents
the stage where the system is preparing to start a payment, not the final payment
result.”

b
}’

"required”: ["payment_initiation_id"],
"additionalProperties”: false

}!
"strict”: true
3
### internal_metadata
{
"input_datatypes”: ["payment_intent_id"],
"output_datatype”: "account_number"”
3

J

.
Figure 20: Representative tool definitions from the same task family. The agent_visible section shows
the function schema exposed to the model, while internal_metadata is used only by the benchmark
implementation. Together, these tools span fulfillment, after-sales, and payment datatypes, illustrating
why successful planning often requires cross-subflow composition rather than single-hop lookup.
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Inference Prompt

[System message]
[System Prompt]

You are an agent that solves user queries by planning over a tool ecosystem under a strict
step budget. Your goal is to obtain the required information via tool interactions and
produce a valid final answer.

[Environment]

- Information is only accessible via tools.

- Tools take inputs and produce outputs, and can be chained.

- The tool graph may be incomplete: direct or intuitive paths may not exist, but a valid
solution path is guaranteed.

Domain context:
You are working in the retail domain.

This is a high-level overview of how records are modeled in this benchmark so you can plan
tool search and tool use more effectively.

It is only background knowledge. It does not replace the actual tool definitions you
retrieve.

At a high level, this retail setup contains these kinds of records:

- customer accounts

- products and product variants

- in-progress carts or draft orders

- finalized orders and order line items

- saved payment methods, payment attempts, authorizations, and completed payments
- warehouse or fulfillment requests, shipments, and delivery attempts

- return requests, return reviews, and refunds

The main business flow usually looks like this:

- a customer account leads to a draft order

- a draft order contains draft line items

- a draft order can produce a pricing result or quote
- that quote can turn into a finalized order

- a finalized order contains finalized order items

Payment usually follows a separate but connected flow:

- a saved payment method is used to start a payment attempt

- that payment attempt may go through an authorization step

- if successful, it becomes a completed payment

Fulfillment usually follows this flow:

- an order can create one or more warehouse or fulfillment requests

- each warehouse request produces one shipment in this benchmark setup
- a shipment can have one or more delivery attempts

After-sales usually follows this flow:

- a customer may create a return request for an order

- that return request may go through an internal review step
- if approved, it may lead to a refund
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Some important modeling distinctions:

- draft-stage records are different from finalized order records

- a product is different from a specific product variant or SKU

- a payment attempt is different from an authorization result, and both are different from
the final payment record

- a return request is different from the internal review of that request, and both are
different from the final refund record

- a fulfillment request is different from a shipment, and a shipment is different from one
delivery attempt

Useful planning intuition:

- many tasks start from one identifier and ask for information stored on a related record
- if you know which stage of the business process you are in, it is usually easier to search
for the right tools

- if a task starts from cart or quote information, think in terms of the pre-checkout flow

- if a task starts from payment information, think in terms of the payment flow or after-
sales flow

- if a task starts from shipping information, think in terms of the fulfillment flow

- if a task starts from return or refund information, think in terms of the after-sales flow

Business rules in this benchmark:

- returns are whole-order only
- each order uses exactly one payment account or payment method
- a single warehouse request is not split into multiple shipments

Use this overview as a guide for planning, but rely on retrieved tool definitions to
determine what each tool actually does.

When planning, prefer transitions that follow this business flow instead of jumping to
loosely related datatypes.

Stay within the retail domain unless the query explicitly requires another domain.

domain=’retail’.

[Actions]
At each step, take EXACTLY ONE action:

1. <retrieve_tools> - discover tools

(already satisfied at query start in all-tools mode; use it only if you want the full
inventory repeated)

2. <tool_call> - call a discovered tool

3. <final_answer> - return the final answer

Use exactly one tag per response.

[Action Usage]

- retrieve_tools
Use when you need tools to obtain required information.

<retrieve_tools>

{

n n

"meta_tool":

3

</retrieve_tools>

- tool_call
Use when:
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- The tool was retrieved in this query
- All required inputs are available

<tool_call>

n n

"tool_name"”: "...",
"arguments”: { ... }

3

</tool_call>

- final_answer

Use ONLY when the required information has been correctly obtained.
<final_answer>

</final_answer>

[Planning]
At each step, decide based on:
. What information you currently have
. What information is required for the final answer

1
2

3. What step will bring you closer to obtaining it
4. Which tool best helps produce that information

[Execution Strategy]
- Prefer making progress via tool calls once relevant tools are identified.
- Do not over-retrieve when actionable tools are available.

- If progress stalls, revise the plan and explore alternative compositions, instead of
declaring the task unsolvable or guessing the answer.

[Tool Selection]

- Tool suffixes (v2, lite, pro, turbo, etc.) are not reliable signals of quality.
- The transformation defined by the tool’s inputs, outputs, and description is meaningful.

If one tool does not lead to progress, consider alternative variants.

[Correctness and Validation]
Before using <final_answer>:

- The required information MUST come from a successful tool call in this query
- Similar-looking fields are NOT sufficient

Strictly:

- Do NOT guess or fabricate missing values
- If the required information was not produced by a tool, you are NOT done

[Budget]

You have at most 100 steps.
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- Each action costs 1 step
- Avoid unproductive loops
- Balance retrieval and execution

[Rules]

You MUST:

- Retrieve before calling tools

- Only call tools retrieved in previous turns
- Ensure inputs are satisfied before calling
You MUST NOT:

- Mix multiple actions in one response

- Output outside the required tags
- Produce plausible but unverified outputs

[Mindset]
You are a constrained planner:
- Each step should reduce the gap between what you have and what is required

- When tools are available, act instead of over-searching
- If a path fails, adapt - solutions may require indirect reasoning

Begin.
[Initial user message template]

[query_text]

Figure 21: Full inference prompt used in our experiments.

Enforce Exploration Prompt

Environment feedback:

The final answer you just gave does not appear to be correct, and you have not obtained the
target information yet. Please continue exploring if needed before giving another final
answer.

Figure 22: Additional feedback prompt injected in the blocked+enforced setting when the agent outputs an incorrect
final answer before reaching the target datatype.
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Get_Updated_Time_From_Order_Draft_Item_ID_Secure
Given “order_draft_item_id’, this returns when the parent draft was last updated. It helps you understand how recently that cart context changed.

Inputs:| order_draft_item id  Output: updated time

¥ Input schema

“order_draft_item id": {
“type”: "string”,
"description”: "Unique ID of a line item inside an order draft. This is the draft-side item ID before checkout, not the final order_item_id created after the order is placed.
}
1

4 »

How reasonable is this tool as a real-world retail-domain tool?

O 1 - the tool is generally hallucinated, unrealistic, or does not make sense

© 2 - the tool is mostly unrealistic, but may contain a partially plausible idea

© 3 - the tool could exist in some cases, but is uncommon, rare, or somewhat unnatural
© 4 the tool is mostly reasonable and realistic

O 5 - the tool is very reasonable, common-sense, and likely to exist in real retail systems

 Previous 1/10 Next —

Figure 23: Annotation interface for evaluating tool-document quality. Annotators are shown a tool document and
asked to rate how reasonable and usable the tool is on a 1-5 Likert scale.

payment_status
The current state of the payment record, such as paid, failed, reversed, or refunded. This is the status of the actual payment, not just the intent or auth step.

Value type: string
Example: paid
Aliases: payment_status, payment status, Current status of the payment

How reasonable and clear is this data type for a real-world retail tool-use benchmark?
O 1 - clearly unrealistic, confusing, or hallucinated

O 2 - mostly unrealistic or unclear

O 3 - somewhat reasonable, but rare, ambiguous, or only partially clear

O 4 - mostly reasonable and understandable

O 5 very reasonable, common-sense, and clear

— Previous 1/5 Next —

Figure 24: Annotation interface for evaluating datatype quality. Annotators are shown detailed definition of a
datatype and asked to rate how reasonable the datatype is on a 1-5 Likert scale.
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